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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir 1s awticrpaTeD that the judges of the Court of Appeal will 
have finished by the end of this week the Wisi Prius list they are 
now taking, and that they will resume on Monday the ordinary 
business of the Court of Appeal. 





THE Notice respecting vacation business, which will be found in 
another column, varies but little from that of previous years. The 
court will sit on Wednesdays at eleven o’clock, beginning on the 
18th of August, the judge having previously sat in chambers at 
half-past ten. The chambers of Mr. Justice Kar, it will be 
observed, will be open this year for vacation business. It should 
be noted that papers sent to the Vacation Judge, to be returned by 
post, are to be accompanied by an envelope for their return which 
is to be ‘‘ sufficiently stamped.” Judges have been heard to say 


that they have had themselves to disburse considerable amounts 
for return postages of such papers. 





We nerort elsewhere a case of Re Horwood, in which the Court 
of Appeal refused to act on an affidavit of fitness of a person pro- 
posed as a new trustee, wherein the deponent was described as a 
“gentleman.” ‘The court,” the judges said, ‘ought to be 
informed of the deponent’s position in life, in order that they 
might be able to judge whether his evidence as to the fitness of 
the proposed trustee could be relied on.” The affidavit also 
described the proposed new trustee as a “gentleman,” and the 
court said that the same objection applied to this description ; and, 
to mark their disapproval of the practice of having affidavits made 
by “gentlemen,” the court disallowed the costs of the affidavit. 
This is not the first time that the judges have expressed 
their dislike to a ‘‘gentleman’s” testimony. We remember an 
occasion in 1878 when, upon the hearing of a petition in lunacy 
for the appointment of new trustees, one of the persons proposed 
as a new trustee, being a solicitor, was described in the affidavit of 
fitness as a ‘‘ gentleman.” Lord Justice Corron admitted that this 
was the legal description of a solicitor, but he said that the term was 
very indefinite, and ought not to be used. In such an affidavit a 
solicitor should be described as a “solicitor,” in order that the 
court might know ‘his real position in life.” No satire was 
meant ; all the learned Lord Justice intended was that no definite 
information was conveyed by such terms as “ gentleman ” or 
“esquire.” Is it not time that these terms disappeared from ull 
legal documents? As old Sir Tuomas Surru said, “ gentlemen be 
made good cheap in this kingdom.” 





As witt BE sEEN from the report elsewhere, the decision 
of the Divisional Court in Re Pope (34 W. R. 654) was 
confirmed by the Court of Appeal on the 16th inst. The 
vendor had made an equitable mortgage to a bank, retaining the 
legal estate. Under the old practice the court would not have 
appointed a receiver at the instance of the judgment creditor, as he 
would have been able to obtain possession of the land under an 
elegit; but the practice is altered, and a receiver will now be 
appointed in many cases where formerly this would not have been 
done. The court were of opinion that, by reason of the mo: to 
the bank, there would have been manifest inconvenience in taking 





out an elegit, and that the pruper manner of enforcing the judgment 
was by delivering the land to a receiver. Then, as to the necessity 
for registration, they considered that, when the land was once 
actually delivered in execution, the creditor was safe, notwith- 
standing that there was no registration of the vy Ope of the 
receiver ; in fact that, although 27 & 28 Vict. had not repealed 
23 & 24 Vict. c. 38, it had rendered it obsolete. It appears to 
us that the decision must have proceeded substantially on the same 
grounds as the decision in the Divisional Court—namely, that a 
creditor who once obtains delivery in execution has no occasion to 
resort to the Acts, they are only of importance when he wishes to 
obtain a sale by the court for the purpose of enforcing his charge ; 
in any other case he can stand on his rights as execution 
creditor without having regard to the Acts. We may add that 
Lord Justice Corron observed that he was aware that their decision 
might throw some difficulty in the way of purchasers, but, he 
added, somewhat characteristically (we wish that all judges would 
remember his words), “that it was not for the court either to 
strain the natural construction of the Act, or to say what would 
have been a better Act.” 





THE DRAFT REGULATIONS under the Prosecution of Offences Acts, 
1879 and 1884, as framed by Sir Richard Webster in February last, 
which we printed shortly after their being laid before Parliament 
(ante p. 324), have, after lying the required forty days on the tables 
of each House of Parliament, been finally approved by the Lord 
Chancellor and the Home Secretary, and have now the force of 
law. The regulations are ten in number, and are of great prac- 
tical importance in the administration of justice. It is stated to 
be the duty of the Director of Public Prosecutions to prosecute in 
all capital cases; in cases ‘where the offence is of a class, the 
prosecution of which has hitherto been undertaken by the Solicitor 
of the Treasury’’; in cases where he is so specially ordered by 
the Attorney-General or a Secretary of State ; and, lastly, “ where 
it appears to the director that the offence, or the circumstances of 
its commission, is or are of such a character that a prosecution in 
respect thereof is required in the public interest, and that, owing 
to the importance or difficulty of the case, or to other circum- 
stances, the action of the Director of Public Prosecutions is 
necessary to secure the due prosecution of the offender.” Under 
this last head so many cases may be gradually brought that 
private prosecutions, except in unimportant cases, may, before 
long, become things of the past. The Director is also to advise 
clerks of justices and chief officers of police, and he may retain 
counsel to conduct ‘‘ Crown cases reserved’? on behalf of 
the Crown. He may also assist prosecutors by authorizing them 
to incur special costs for (1) the preparation of scientific evidence ; 
(2) the remuneration of scientific witnesses ; (3) the payment of 
extra fees to counsel; and (4) the preparation of plans or models. 
It is to be his duty ‘‘to cause the chief officer of every police 
district to send to him the information which such chief officer is 
required by the Prosecution of Offences Acts to give—i.e., see Act 
of 1884, s. 3, “information with to indictable offences 
alleged to have been committed within the district and the dealing 
with those offences” ; so that there may be greater opportunities 
of prosecuting undiscovered crimes. In this last particular, 
however, the law will remain defective until the power of holding 
inquiries as to offences, although no particular person may be 
charged, is given to justices of the as it was intended to be 
given under the Criminal Procedure Bill. Finally, after providing 
for the obtaining of documents from the local authorities, it is laid 
down that the director may employ “ ve | solicitor to act as his 
agent in the conduct of a prosecution,” and that the action of the 
director ‘‘ shall in all matters, including the selection and instruc- 
tion of counsel, be subject to the directions of the Attorney- 
General.” 

39 








s 


634 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





July 24, 1886, 





Tue new Ane1o-AmericaAn Extradition Convention, the 
ratification of which by the required two-thirds majority of the 
Senate is stated to be probable, is a very important docu- 
ment. Under the existing treaty, commonly called the Ashburton 
Treaty, which was made in 1842, there are only seven extraditable 
offences, being murder, assault with intent to commit murder, 
piracy, arson, robbery, forgery, and the utterance of forged paper. 
Negotiations dating so far back as 1859 have been pending with a 
view to extend this very scanty list, and at last it has been agreed 
to extend it by the addition of manslaughter, burglary, embezzle- 
ment or larceny to the amount of £10 or upwards, and “ malicious 
injury to property whereby the life of any person shall be en- 
dangered, if such injury constitute a crime according to the laws 
of both the high contracting parties’”—a definition which will, 
generally speaking, comprehend all offences of a serious character in 
connection with the use of explosive substances (see e.g. 24 and 25 
Vict. c. 97, s. 9). The convention is not to apply to any of the crimes 
therein named which shall have been committed prior to the date 
when it shall come into force, and it is specially provided that ‘no 
fugitive criminal shall be surrendered under the provisions” either 
of the Ashburton Treaty or of the convention “ if the crime in respect 
of which his surrender is demanded be one of a political character, 
or if he prove to a competent authority that the said requisition 
for his surrender haz, in fact, been made with a view to try or 
punish him fora crime of a political character ”—a provision which 
repeats, with little variation, the substantive law of this country 
under section 3 of the Extradition Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vict. c. 52), 
and is, therefore, technically, surplusage; but Mr. Puetps, in his 
remarks on the convention, shrewdly observes that ‘‘ its insertion 
can do no harm, and its omission might excite comment.’”’ Mr. 
Puetrs also states that “it is expressly understood on both sides 
that the adoption of the convention shall not stand in the way of 
the negotiation of a more elaborate treaty on the subject.” We 
congratulate Mr. Peres and Lord Rosxsery upon having so 
nearly brought to a successful termination negotiations so long 
and unhappily protracted. The convention will not require any 
ratification by the Parliament of the United Kingdom, inasmuch 
as the four additional offences to be made extraditable are already 
comprehended in the schedules of the Extradition Acts of 1870 and 
1873, which schedules not only specify thirty offences by name, 
but also comprehend generally any of the very numerous indictable 
offences made punishable by any of the four Criminal Law Con- 
solidation Acts, 1861. There will, therefore, be little or no 
difficulty, so far as this country is concerned, in increasing the list 
of extraditable offences, if and so far as such increase should prove 
to be desirable. As for offences in connection with explosive 
substances, our own opinion is that all the countries of the civilized 
world should agree in making the more serious of them extradita- 
ble, and should further agree to exclude them from the catalogue 
of “ political offences.” 





We nepropvce elsewhere from a local paper an account of a 
lamentable scene on circuit, in which a learned judge would seem 
to have departed very far from the calmness and dignity which 
adorn the bench. It will be seen that there had been some con- 
troversy between the judge and the solicitor on the previous day, 
of which no account was given in the report which appeared in the 
Times. Possibly there may have been something irritating in the 
language or manner of the solicitor on this occasion, but, making 
every allowance for this, we fail to see how the language addressed 
by the judge to the solicitor is justified. The evidence of the 
judge’s clerk does not appear to warrant the lively indignation 
expressed with regard to the conduct of the solicitor. There 
was plainly no intention on his part of committing any con- 
tempt of court, even if the circumstances rendered it possible 
to bring the case within that arbitrary doctrine. He simply 
wished to obtain a document which he was entitled to have 
for a legitimate purpose, and which the judge, after hearing the 
circumstences, allowed him to have. The judge, in fact, appears 
to have at last admitted that there was no attempt on the part of the 
solicitor wrongfully “to take away a document in the custody of 
an officer of the court.” Why, then, all his indignation? 
Surely the first lesson a judge has to learn is to refrain from ex- 
pressing an opinion before he knows the facts. } 


, 





THE FOLLOWING STATEMENT respecting the duties and office of 
Queen’s Remembrancer (the substance of which is taken from the 
second report of the commissioners appointed in October, 1874, to 
parse into the administrative departments of the courts of justice) 
will be of interest in view of the recent resignation. The title 
of Queen’s Remembrancer is one of some antiquity ; and, up to the 
year 1859, he was a separate officer. In that year he was made a 
master of the Exchequer, and since that time the office has always 
been held by a master of the Exchequer or a master of the 
Supreme Court. Formerly there were considerable duties attach- 
ing to the office. Certain ceremonial matters, as to swearing-in of 
sheriffs, of new chancellors and barons of the Exchequer, of the 
Lord Mayor of London, the trial of the pyx, and the acknowledg- 
ments of homage for Crown lands, were among the functions, 
Most of these still continue in use, but they always constituted only a 
small proportion of the work done by the Queen’s Remembrancer, 
whose more important duty it was, not only to protect the Crown 
purse against any judicial action which might inodvertently affect 
it in the course of hearing cases between suitor and suitor or 
between suitor and the Crown, but also to originate proceedings 
for the recovery of debts and penalties due to the Crown, for the 
recovery of land by writs of intrusion, and, since 16 & 17 Vict. 
c. 51, for the recovery of unpaid legacy and succession duties. 
Changes in procedure, and in the mode of administering the Govern. 
ment finances, have materially lessened the obligations of the 
Queen’s Remembrancer in the last twenty or thirty years; and 
the commissioners, by their report, recommended the abolition of 
the title, which, however remains to this day, and was recognised 
and re-established by the Supreme Court of Judicature (Officers) 
Act, 1879. 





Ir wovuLD REMOVE much inconvenience if the plan pointed out 
in a notice of motion given by Mr. Epwarp Swat, to be brought 
forward at the recent meeting of the Incorporated Law Society, 
were adopted. Many times in these columns attention has been 
directed to the fact that transfers of causes to a judge for trial 
only have been made at a date so near the time when these causes 
would come into the daily paper as to make it practically impos- 
sible that solicitors should be prepared. Mr. Swa.n proposes that 
in such a case of transfer notice thereof ‘‘ should be sent to the 
solicitors for the respective parties.” There are, however, two 
points to be considered in connection with this subject. First, 
the solicitors for the respective parties are not known to the cause 
clerks, who know only the name of the plaintiff's solicitor, or of the 
solicitor who has set down the cause. Secondly, any rule which 
directed such a notice to be sent must provide that no party 
should be allowed to claim exemption from liability to have his 
cause struck out on the ground that he had not received the 
notice. The way to frame such a rule would be to require notice 
of the transfer to be given to the solicitor setting down the cause, 
whose duty it should be to give, within a limited time, notice to 
all the other solicitors in the cause, and with the proviso that the 
sending of the notice by the cause clerks should not relieve the 
solicitor from the duty of watching the cause lists. 





Tue Paymaster of the Supreme Court of Judicature, according 
to his last return, holds securities belonging tv suitors to the extent 
of £73,931,247, represented by upwards of five hundred invest- 
ments of various descriptions, besides cash to the amount of 
£4,429,079. In addition to the eighty-two and a-half millions of 
sterling value, there is a considerable amount of securities expressed 
in foreign currency, such as rupees, American dollars, gulden, 
francs, guilders, lire, marks, and pesetas. Altfough many of the 
investments consist of shares in limited companies, all such are 
fully paid up, as the paymaster will have nothing transferred into 
his name on which any capital remains not called up. Securities 
and shares partly paid up are placed in boxes, which are deposited 
in the bank to the number of upwards of a hundred, and are subject 
to the orders of the court in like manner as are the other securities 
and cash. The securities and cash received into court, and those 
transferred and paid out of court during the course of the year, 
penne to about twenty millions in value on each side of the 
account. 
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HUSBAND’S LIABILITY FOR HIS WIFE’S 
TORTS. 


In the recent case of Seroka v. Kattenburg and wife (34 W. R. 542, 
L. R. 17 Q. B. D. 177), the Divisional Court (Mathew and A. L. 
Smith, JJ.), gave an important decision upon the liability of a 
husband to be sued together with his wife for torts committed by her 
without his authority or participation. An action had been commenced 
against a husband and wife for a libel alleged to have been written 
by the wife, and the husband objected that he was not a necessary 
or proper party. The case furnishes another instance of the 
unsatisfactory way in which certain sections of the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, have been drawn. Section 1, sub- 
section 2, of the Act, provides that ‘“‘a married woman shall be 
capable of suing and being sued, either in contract or in 
tort, or otherwise, in all respects as if she were a feme sole, and 
her husband need not be joined with her as plaintiff or defendant, 
or be made a party to any action or other legal proceeding brought 
by or taken against her; and any damages or costs recovered by 
herin any such action or proceeding shall be her separate property ; 
and any damages or costs recovered against her in any such action 
or proceeding shall be payable out of her separate property and 
not otherwise.” It scarcely required much foresight to see that 
the question would arise whether the Legislature intended to make 
the wife alone responsible for her own wrongs, and at the cost of a 
few words an apparent obscurity might have been avoided. The 
learned judges have decided that all the Legislature intended was 
to relieve the person injured from the necessity of joining the 
husband as defendant; he may bring him in or leave him out at 
his option ; the Act was not intended to relieve him from his “old 
liability.” 

We would ask, with great respect, what was the “old liability ” 
from which the Act has not relieved the husband? According to 
the decisions before the Act was passed, he was not liable for the 
unauthorized torts of his wife. It has no doubt been said that a 
husband was ‘‘ answerable” for his wife’s torts, but when it was 
necessary to define what his position was, it was pointed out that the 
sole “‘ liability ” was the wife’s, and not his at all. Thus, in Wright 
v. Leonard (9 W. R. 944, 30 L. J. C. P. 364), Willes, J., says, at p. 
367 :—“ The liability is her’s though living with her husband; it 
must be enforced in an action against her and him, which to charge 
him must be brought to a conclusion during their joint lives.” -In 
Capel v. Powell (13 W.R. 159, 34L.J. C. P. 168), Erle, C.J., says :— 
“For any wrong committed by her she is liable ; but because she has 
no separate existence she cannot be sued alone, and her husband must 
be joined with her.” And after pointing out that if the wife died 
after the action had been commenced it abated, but if the husband 
died it went on against the wife, his lordship added :—“ It is clear, 
therefore, to my mind that the only reason why the husband is 
joined at all in such an action is from the disability of the wife to 
sue or be sued alone.” 

_ It was, no doubt, an anomaly that a husband, while he was not 
liable for his wife’s wrongful acts, should in effect be treated 
as if he was, provided the person injured obtained his 
remedy in time ; for, being brought in for conformity in the first 
instance, if judgment went against them both, execution would 
issue against his goods. The wife had no property in law, nothing 
against which execution could issue, though she also could be 
arrested under a ca. sa., and the court would not discharge her if 
it appeared that she had separate estate. But the liability of the 
husband’s goods to execution was the result, not of his liability 
for his wife’s tort, but of his being on the record as defendant 
against whom judgment had been entered; it was a consequence 
of the necessary procedure, not of any liability on his part. And, 
accordingly, the eath of the wife before judgment left him free 
from responsibility, and deprived the person injured of his remedy. 
The Act now provides that this procedure shall no longer be 
necessary; the husband need not be joined as defendant or be made 
‘party. That which gave rise to the liability of his goods to be 
taken in execution is gone, and we do not see on what ground the 
person injured can elect to join him as defendant. He is entitled 
to separate service of the writ of summons. What relief can be 
claimed against him? What cause of action can be alleged? Not 
the wife’s tort, for that never gave a cause of action against him. 
Not the necessity of joining, him. for thet is abolished. 


Tn the course of the argument A. L. Smith, J., appears to have 
been impressed with the fact that sections 14 and 15 of the Act 
contain a limitation of the husband’s liability for his wife’s torts 
committed before marriage, whereas there is no limitation in the 
case of those committed by her during coverture. The answer to 
this seems to be contained in the words of the sections referred to. 
They create a liability on the husband’s part to which he was not 
subject at common law, and then proceed te define and limit it. 
It had been settled in several cases that a husband’s “liability” 
for his wife’s debts contracted before marriage (and his liability for 
her torts committed before marriage was the same) stood on precisely 
the same footing as his “‘ liability” for her torts committed during 
coverture. In Garrard v. Guibelei (10 W. R. 218, 81 L. J. C, P. 
131), Willes, J., at p. 133, says:—‘ A husband is not liable sim- 
ent for the debts of the wife contracted by her dum sola, but 

e must be joined with her in an action brought to recover 
them.” In Storr vy. Lee (9 A. & E. 868), Coleridge, J., at p. 
870, asks: ‘‘ Does not an action lie against a husband only in 
respect of the cause of action against his wife?” The answer of 
the defendant’s counsel is: ‘‘ The law is not so laid down ; the rule is, 
that the husband is liable for the wife’s debts.” ‘‘ That,” says Little- 
dale, J., ‘is only a loose way of laying down the same proposi- 
tion.” The case decided that, if the wife had obtained her 
discharge before marriage under the Insolvent Debtors Act, the 
husband was not liable, though the Act only gave the plea of 
discharge to the person disc or to his or her heirs, &c.; the 
argument that the Act had not relieved the husband, and that to 
so hold would be a hardship to the creditor, being met by the 
answer that “it might be said with equal justice that a different 
construction of the Act might operate with hardship on the 
husband ” (per Litttledale, J.) 

The concluding words of the section we are discussing—‘‘ Any 
damages or costs recovered against her in any such action or pro- 
ceeding [i.¢., an action against a married woman either in contract, 
ov in tort, or otherwise] shall be payable out of her separate 
property, and not otherwise ”’—seem to us to bear out the view 
we are contending for. An action of tort against a husband and 
wife, when the cause of action is against the wife alone, and the 
husband is only joined because he is her husband, is surely an action 
in tort against a married woman within the meaning of the section. 
It is certainly an action in which she is liable to be sued as a 
feme sole. The learned judges, however, held that the words only 
apply when the action is brought against the wife alone. If s0, 
no means are provided by the Act of enforcing a judgment against 
her separate pro if both are sued. If these words are expressly 
intended to apply only to the case suggested, and to exclude the case 
of both being made parties, execution can issue only against the 
husband’s goods, whatever the ability of the wife may prove to be. 
Moreover, no machinery is provided by which the husband may obtain 
indemnity or contribution from the wife, the actual wrong-doer. 
And if he is liable, would he not be in law a wrong-doer, and as 
such not entitled to contribution ? 

Another question suggests itself—At what stage may the person 
injured bring the husband in? May he commence the action 
against the wife, and afterwards apply to join the husband on the 
ground of means? There seems to be no reason why he should 
not, nor any reason why the parties should not by consent discon- 
tinue against the wife, and so avoid unnecessary costs. 

Moreover, if it is optional for the plaintiff to join the husband, it 
would seem to be equally optional for the husband to join himself as 
co-plaintiff when the “meritorious cause of action” is the wife's. He 
must have been _ as plaintiff at common law, and if the 
section is optional when the action is against the wife, it must 
surely be equally so when she is the suing. By electing to 
be joined he could deprive the wife of the fruits of the judgment, 
if the provision as to damages and costs being her separate 
only applies to an action by her alone. As we have pointed out, 
there is no machinery for adjusting the rights of husband and wife 
inter se. It would have seemed to follow also that the defendant, 
to secure his costs, could insist on the husband being joined as 

laintiff (the effect of which would be to deprive the wi of the 
Sonmaes and costs), but this would conflict with the rule that no 
person can be added as plaintiff without his consent. In this case, 
therefore, at all events, the person sued would not have any option. 
This is an additional anomaly if the decision is correct. We would 





venture to suggest that, whether the action is brought by of 
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against a married woman, she must sue or be sued as a feme sole, 
and her husband is no longer entitled to claim the damages as his 
own, orto give satisfaction for the wrong done. 








CONCERNING THE FORM AND 
EXECUTION OF DEEDS. 
} 


A piscusston of the rules of law respecting the form and execution 
of deeds may, perhaps, appear to our readers more likely to be of 
interest to the historical student than to the practising lawyer; 
and it is true that modern rationalism has somewhat impaired the 
‘almost idolatrous respect”? with which, according to Sir J. F. 
Stephen, deeds were formerly regarded. Nevertheless, when we 
consider that our law still requires many transactions to be effected 
or evidenced by deeds, and that it has been computed that more 
than 1,000 deeds are executed in England every day, we may 
allow that the subject-matter of the following observations has 
considerable practical importance. The courts frequently find 
themselves involved in the consideration of questions which depend 
in part for their determination on technical rules as to the execu- 
tion of deeds. The case of Xenos v. Wickham (hereinafter dis- 
cussed) raised a question of this class in connection with a policy 
of insurance ; and examples not unfrequently occur in cases as to 
instruments of modern origin, such as transfers of shares and 
debenture bonds. 

It was said by Bridgman, C.J. (Harris v. Evans, O. Bridgm. 
547, 551), that ‘‘ Deeds are the acts of laymen and ought to have 
simple interpretation.” But, if this was ever sound doctrine, it 
would scarcely be accepted at the present day. There are laymen 
who delight to embody their last wills and testaments in the 
astounding combinations of bad grammar, illegal provisions, com- 
plicated inconsistencies, and ambiguous obscurities which, as Lord 
Chancellor Northington angrily remarked, force our courts ‘to 
become the authorized interpreters of nonsense, and to find the 
meaning of persons that had no meaning at all” (Le Rosseau v. 
Rede, 2 Eden, 4). But the most presumptuous layman very 
seldom meddles in the composition of deeds. For centuries they 
have been shaped by trained experts; and though the exuberant 
verbiage of the common forms has been cruelly trimmed and 
pruned by the unfilial hands of modern conveyancers, yet the 
“ formal and orderly parts of a deed”’ (or at least such of them as 
are not left to statutory implication) still present the ancient plan 
and modes of expression in which they were “settled” by the 
fathers of conveyancing. The expediency of adhering to forms 
and phrases sanctioned by long experience and by the con- 
venience which is bred of familiarity is generally and reason- 
ably insisted upon by lawyers. But the use of these precise 
forms and phrases is, in almost all cases, a matter of expedi- 
ency, not of law. There are, of course, some few cases 
in which certain technical words must be employed, to the 
exclusion of all others, in order to produce a given legal effect ; 
for example, in the creation of estates in real property (Co. Litt. 
9a). Subject to these exceptions, it may be laid down as a 
general rule that no particular form of words is essential to the 
operation of a deed. Any deed will be effectual which expresses 
with sufficient certainty the intention of the parties (see 2 BI. 
Comm. 298); and in this respect deeds do not differ from other 
written instruments. And, though it has become customary to 
divide a deed into several formal parts, yet this is not absolutely 
necessary, provided there are sufficient words to show the meaning or 
intention of the parties (4 Cru. Dig., tit. Deed, ch. 2, ss. 68, 69). 
Lord Coke (Co. Litt. 2252) tells us that “to every deed there be 
two things requisite—the one, that it be sufficient in law, and this 
is called the legal part, and therefore the judgment of that 
belongeth to the judge of the law; the other concerns matter of 
fact, as sealing and delivery, and this belongs to the jurors.” 
Shep. Touch., 54, 55, is to the same effect, and shows that, by 
“ sufficient in law,” it is meant that the intention must be expressed 
with sufficient certainty. Lord Coke (Co. Litt. 6a) enumerates 
eight “‘formal or orderly parts of a deed of feoffment; but he 

ae Litt. 72) that they are not of the essence of such a deed 
(so Shep. Touch. 55 ; 2 Prest. Conv. 439), “for if a man by deed 





give lands to another and to his heirs, without more saying ; this is 
good, if he put his seal to the deed, deliver it, and make livery 
accordingly.” The most concise definition of a deed given in the 
older authorities is as follows :—‘‘ There are but three things of 
the essence and substance ef a deed—that is to say, writing on 
paper or parchment, sealing, and delivery” (Goddard’s case, 2 
Rep. 5a); and of these three things, the sealing and delivery 
differentiate a deed from other written instruments. Professor 
Pollock (Principles of Contract, 156, 3rd ed.) suggests that the 
reason why the books (Co. Litt. 355, 229a, Shep. Touch. 54, 2 
Bl. Comm. 297) say that a deed must be written on parchment or 
paper, and not on wood, &c., is, that wooden tallies were com. 
monly used as records of contracts in the middle ages; and he 
refers to the statement of Fitzherbert (N. B. 122 I.), that, if such 
a tally is sealed and delivered, it will not be a deed, and to the 
Y. B., 12 H. 4, 23 pl. 3; 25 E, 3, 83, pl. 9; 44 E. 3, 21, pl. 23, 
from which the reason appears to be that the writing or other 
marks can easily be obliterated from such substances. Lord Coke's 
description (Co. Litt. 35+) of a deed is more elaborate, but, in 
substance, it agrees with the definition given in Goddard’s case, 
It appears, however, as do also other descriptions of deeds (Shep. 
Touch. 50, 51; Termes de la Ley, s.v. Fact; Perk., s. 117), to 
restrict deeds to matters of contract ; and in this respect it is too 
narrow, as was pointed out (in Reg. v. Morton, L. R. 2 C. C. R. 
22) by Bovill, C.J., who there described a deed as “ any instru- 
ment delivered as a deed, and which either itself passes an interest 
or property, or is in affirmance of something whereby an interest 
or property passes”; adding, ‘“‘I by no means say that I have 
enumerated all the possible kinds of deeds; there may be others. 
. . . Many documents under seal are not deeds; for instance, 
an award (see Co. Litt, 1714, note; Dod v. Herbert, Sty. 459). 

The authorities, then, all agree that a deed must be (1) written 
on parchment or paper; (2) sealed ; and (3) delivered. 

(1) As to the writing, it may be noted that a deed ‘‘ may be 
written in any language, or in any hand” (Shep. Touch. 54); 
that writing includes print (2 Bl. Comm. 299; Com. Dig. Fait, 
A. 1., note d.) ; and that a deed may be expressed in the first or in 
the third person (Shep. Touch. 55; Litt., ss. 371, 373). An obli- 
gation written in a book was held good in Fox v. Wright, (Cro. 
Eliz. 613; see Bro. Oblig. 67). Signing is not necessary to make 
a deed, as such, valid (see Shep. Touch. 56, 60; Termes de la Ley, 
s.v. Fait; Taunton v. Pepler, 6 Madd. 166; Cherry v. Heming, 
4 Ex. 631; Tapper v. Foulkes, 9 C. B. N. 8. 797; Wright v. 
Wakeford, 17 Ves. 458) ; but in practice it should on no account be 
omitted. 

(2) Sealing is essential to a deed (Shep. Touch. 56). The 
Saxons usually affixed the mark of a cross to their charters, and 
it would seem that: the general use of seals was introduced by the 
Normans (see Madox, Form. Anglic. Diss., p. 26; Termes de la 
Ley, s.v. Fait; Co. Litt. 7a; Shep. Touch. 56). The cross and 
the seal may be regarded as merely different forms of ‘‘ mark” em- 
ployed as substitutes for signature in times when few laymen 
could write. Mr. Kemble (Cod. Dipl., vol. 1, pp. 90, e¢ seg.) 
observes that “it is evident enough, from the handwriting of such 
original charters as survive, that no one ever dreamed of subscribing 
with his own hand; few could have done so. The signatures 
accordingly were Written by the same person as wrote the body of 
the charter; all that remained was for the witnesses to add the 
crosses which precede the formal ‘ Signum manus M.,’ or ‘ Ego 
N. consensi et subscripsi’” (see also Madox, Form. Anglic. Diss., 
pp. 26, 31). The early charters (Kemble, Cod. Dipl., vol. 1, 
Introd., p. 100) call the mark “ signum” or “ sigillum crucis” ; 
and Bracton calls the seal “ signum” and “‘ sigillum”’ indifferently 
(f. 38, where the Rec. Ed. wrongly translates ‘‘signum” as 
‘‘signature”’). Mr. Kemble (op. cit. p. 101) says that the Norman 
charters are for the most part under seal, those o#the Saxons never ; 
and that the word “‘sigi/lum” has various meanings, that of 4 
seal, in the Norman sense, being not even the most common of them. 
Etymologically it is merely the diminutive of signum. 

It was laid down as early as the time of Edward I. that any 
seal will do, even a borrowed one (Britt. f.101). So Shep. Touch. 
57, and Perk. (ss. 130, 131) says that ‘‘a writing cannot be called 
a deed if it be not sealed. But it is nothing, to charge, whether it 
be sealed with the seal of the grantor or not, or by a stranger or 
the grantor, if the grantor deliver the writing as his deed. And, 
therefore, if John at Stile write an obligation in the name of 
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Richard at Gappe unto T. D., and N. N. seals the same obligation 
with the seal of R. Roo, and Richard at Gappe take the obligation 
so written and sealed and delivers it as his deed to T. D., now this 
is a good obligation against Richard at Gappe.” 
According to Termes de la Ley (s.v. Fait), King Edward III. 
employed a peculiar form of sealing in a charter, by which he 
ted— 
" Le Hop et le Hop ville 


Ove touts les bounds upside down, 


Et en testimoigne que il soit verie, 
Tl morde le cere ove son fore dent. 


The same work gives a curious account of the devices used for 
seals. The passage is to be found also in Lambard’s ‘‘ Perambula- 
tion of Kent” (s.v. Halling), where it is stated that sealing did 
not become common till the time of Edward III. See also 
Palgrave, Eng. Commonw., vol. 2, p. Ixx. (For the references to 
Lambard and Palgrave the writer is indebted to Professor Pol- 
lock’s work on The Land Laws in the English Citizen Series.) 

Not only may any seal be used, but so may ‘‘a stick or any such 
like thing which doth make a print ” (Shep. Touch. 57). And one 
piece of wax will serve for several executing parties (Shep. Touch. 
57, Perk. s. 134; per Byles, J., Re Sandilands, L. R. 6 C. P. 
418; 8. C. sub nom. Re Mayer, 19 W. R. 641). 

One person may seal on behalf of several on the same piece of 
wax by proper authority, provided it appear by the deed and 
profess to be the seal of each, for it is enough if an executing party 
treats the sealed instrument as his own deed (Shep. Touch. 57; 
Perk., 88. 130, 181 ; Lovelace’s case, W. Jo. 268; Ball v. Dun- 
sterville, 4 T. R. 313; Cooch v. Goodman, 2 Q. B. 598). In Ball 
v. Dunsterville the court relied principally on the fact that, though 
the seal, professing to be that of both A. and B., was, in fact, 
affixed by A. only, yet the sealing took place in the presence of B. 
Contrast Elliot v. Davis (2 Bos. & P. 338), where one partner 
assumed to seal and sign for himself and his partner, but without 
authority to do so. 

It is enough, therefore, if A. seal for B., and B., in terms or by 
conduct, recognizes the seal as his. See Shep. Touch. 57, where 
it is said that the seal must not be affixed before the writing: a 
proposition disapproved by Mr. Preston, who remarks that it is 
ve that it be affixed before delivery (Shep. Touch. 58 ; Finch, 

w, 108). 

To constitute sealing neither wax nor wafer nor a piece of paper 
nor even an impression is necessary (per Bovill, C.J., in Re 
Sandilands, L. R. 6 C. P. 413, 8. C. 19 W. R. 641). In 
that case the deed was sent out to Melbourne to be executed under 
a special commission, and was sent back to England together with 
a certificate by the commissioners that it had been duly acknow- 
ledged. There were merely green ribbons attached to the places 
where the seals should be; but the attestation clause stated that 
the deed was “ signed, sealed, and delivered,” and it was held that 
this was sufficient prima facie evidence that the deed was sealed. 
Montagu Smith, J., observed that ‘‘ something was done with the 
intention of sealing the deed” (see Sugden on Powers, 8th ed., p. 
282; and The Queen v. St. Paul, Oovent Garden (7 Q. B. 232), 
where an impression made in ink with a wooden block was held sufii- 
cient). Re Sandilands, however, has been very recently discussed 
by the Court of Appeal in National Provincial Bank of England v. 
Jackson (34 W. R. 597), where a voluntary conveyance by A. 
(who was engaged in carrying out a fraud with regard to the 
subject of the conveyance) was retained by him, the grantee being 
ignorant of its existence. It had no seal or impression to denote a 
seal, but only a piece of ribbon. The attestation clause stated 
that it was “signed, sealed, and deliwered” by A. in the presence 
of B., who remembered nothing about the execution of the deed, 
though he admitted his own signature as witness. It was held 
that the deed was never in fact sealed, and was invalid. Cotton, 
L.J., said that, in Re Sandilands the certificate must have been 
relied on as evidence of due execution, and if not, he could not 
agree with the decision ; and Lindley, L.J., said that it was “a good- 
natured decision, in which I am not sure that I could have con- 
curred.” Cotton, L.J., remarked that “neither wax nor wafer 
was essential to constitute a sealtoadeed. . . If the finger 
be pressed on the ribbon, that may amount toa sealing.” Observe 
the operation of the attestation clause in some of the cases as 
affording a presumption of execution. In the case last mentioned 
the presumption was rebutted by the evidence of the attesting 





witness, and Cotton, L.J., pointed out that the question of execu- 
tion is one of fact in every case as to what is the true inference to 
be drawn from the circumstances given in evidence. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—Is it possible that, after all, the article which ap in 
your issue of the 10th of April last has had an effect on the minds 
of the committee ? I do not know if I am too sanguine on the sub- 
ject, but a few days ago I saw a printed circular issued by the asso- 
ciation addressed to a friend of mine, from which it appeared that a 
poor widow whose case he had promoted, instead of receiving, as 
formerly, £10 per annum, was rejoiced with a cheque for £15. And 
this all unsolicited! I hope Iam not wrong in supposing that this 
increased liberality is, to some extent, a recognition of the principle 
advocated by your article. Notwithstanding this, I must confess to 
some disappointment that, amongst the many subscribers who read 
your journal, not one has been found to take up the challenge thrown 
out by your article. Surely some steps should be taken to put the 
society on a proper footing, so that the subscribers may at least 
inform themselves as to the mode in which annual subscriptions, life 
subscriptions, and donations shall be respectively treated. Upon 
these most important points the rules are silent. 

55, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, July 22. Gro, A. CROWDER. 





TRUSTEE CLAUSES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—In 1 Dav. Conv., 5th ed., 381, is a clause as to conditions 
which trustees may use ,differing from Mr. Wolstenholme’s clause, 
and open, in part, to the objection you urge against his clause at p. 
615. 
It seems to me that the clause, to be of practical use, should be 
framed so as to expressly deprive both a purchaser and a cestui Fn 
trust of any right he may have to object to the sale on account of th e 
use of improper conditions, and also to expressly take away from a 
cestui que trust any rights he may have against a trustee who sells 
under improper conditions. Such a clause might declare that ‘no 
person entitled under this my will, nor any purchaser from my 
trustees, shall be at liberty to object to or impeach the validity of 
any sale of real or leasehold estate, or to make any claim against my 
trustees on the ground that the conditions subject to which the sale 
may have been made were of a depreciatory nature, or were not 
required by the state of the title or of the property.” B. 


“SANITARY RATE, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Sir,—The board of guardians for a parish have, with the consent of 
the ratepayers and the Local Government Board, borrowed money 
for and completed a system of drainage and water supply. 

A special sanitary rate has been issued to pay interest and part of 
the Vise borrowed. 





(1) Is this rate payable by the landlord or the tenant ? 
(2) On whom fall the expenses of connecting the water and the 
i , the landlord or the tenant ? P. 
[(1) Unless in cases where the owner is rated under section 211 of 
the Public Health Act, 1875, the rate is levied on the occupier, who, 
in the absence of any contract with his landlord (s. 226), would have no 
right to deduct any =. except in the case of a “ private improve- 
ment rate” made under section 213 of the Act, three-fourths of which 
may be deducted by the occupier from his rack-rent. 
2) As to water, if the owner has been required to obtain the suppl 
under section 62 of the Act, he must do all works, and expenses inc 
by the local authority in doing the works in his default may be re- 
covered from him. As to drainage, if the owner has been required by 
notice under section 23 to connect with the sewer, if he does not com- 
ply with the notice, the local authority may do the works and recover 
e expenses from him.—EDb. S. J.] 








the Royal Courts of Justice, have 
committee 


The committee of the Bar Li at 
the follo resolution :—‘ That this tenders its con- 
gratulations to the Honourable Mr. Justice Stirling, on his appoi 
as a justice of the Supreme Court of Judicature, 
h thanks for his active interest, as a mem 
the institution and management of the Bar Library in the Royal Courts 


of Justice.” 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL, 
Re HORWOOD—O. A. No. 2, 20th July. 


APPoINnTMENT oF NEW TrusTEE—AFFIDAVIT OF Fitness—DIscRETION OF 
DxronENT AND OF Proposzp TrustzE—‘' GENTLEMAN ”’—Costs. 

This was a petition for eae intment of a new trustee of a will in 
the place of a lunatic. Two affidavits of the fitness of the person who 
was proposed as the new trustee were filed. One of the deponents was 
described simply as a ‘‘ gentleman”; the other was described as a 
“‘ public accountant.” Both of the affidavits described the proposed new 
trustee as a ‘“‘gentleman,’’ but it was added that he was a person of 
ind dent means. The Court (Corron, Lixpizy, and Lorzs, L,JJ.) 

owed the costs of the first affidavit. They said that the description 
of the deponent in such a case merely as a ‘‘ gentleman ’’ was insufficient, 
and the court could not act upon an affidavit in which the deponent was 
only so described. They ought to be informed of the deponent’s position 
in life, in order that they might be able to judge whether his evidence as 
to the fitness of the proposed new trustee could be relied upon. The 
description of a proposed new trustee merely as a ‘‘ gentleman ’’ was open 
to the same objection. In the present case the court would act on the 
affidavit of the deponent who was described as a ‘‘ public accountant,” 
and his statement that the proposed trustee was a person of independent 
means was sufficient. But the other affidavit was useless, and the costs 
of it would be disallowed.—Oovunszt, Lawes; Dunning. Soxtcrrors, 
Meredith, Roberts, § Mills. 





Re POPE—C. A. No. 2, 16th July. 


JupemEnt OrepiToR—ELEeGIt—APPoriInTMENT OF RECEIVER—REGISTRATION 
—Priority—Svusszquent PurcHaser—27 & 28 Vict. c. 112, ss, 1—3. 


This was an appeal from a decision of a divisional court of the Queen’s 
Bench Division (Day and Wills, JJ.) (reported 34 W. R. 654), the question 
being whether an order obtained by a judgment creditor appointing a 
receiver of lands of the judgment debtor, which were subject to an 
equitable mortgage, required registration in order to give the creditor 
. over a subsequent purchaser of the debtor’s equity of redemption. 

les, who was a jrdement creditor of Pope for £100¥ issued an elegit 
against any land of Pope in Middlesex. The sheriff returned that Pope 
had no lands in Middlesex. Pope, however, had some land in Surrey, 
which was subject to an equitable mortgage by deposit of title deeds. 
Without issuing any e/egit against the land in Surrey, Cole obtained an 
order in chambers appointing a receiver of the rents. The juagment had 
been registered, but the order eppotnting a receiver was not registered. 
After the order had been made, but before the receiver had entered into 
a Pope sold his equity of redemption, A. L. Smith, J., at the 

tance of the purchaser, rescinded the order for the appointment of a 
receiver, on the ground that, as it had not been registered, the purchaser 
had a better title than the judgment creditor. The Divisional Court 
held that the appointment of a receiver was equivalent to the execution of 
a writ of elegit, and amounted to a “‘ delivery in execution,’’ and that the 
creditor could not be deprived of the fruits of that execution by the act of 
the debtor any more than he could if he had the legal estate. If he re- 
quired any further aid from the court, he must register the order appointin 
the receiver, but, if he only wanted tojenjoy the benefit of the fond unt 
his debt was paid, he need not do so. e court, therefore, discharged 
the order rescinding the appointment of the receiver. The Court of 
Appeal (Corron and Lixpiey, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision of the Divi- 
sional Court. They said that, no doubt, under the old practice of the 
Court of Chancery equitable execution by the appointment of a receiver 
was only granted in cases where the creditor could not get his legal 
execution, and, in the present case, as the debtor had a legal estate, the 
land could have been delivered under a writ of elegit. But the practice of 
appointing receivers had been much extended, and by reason of the 
equitable mortgage there would have been inconvenience in issuing an 
elegit. It was the proper and convenient course to enforce the judgment 
by means of a receiver. They were also of opinion that, when the land 
was actually equitably delivered in execution, the creditor was safe, 
notwithstanding there was no registration of the order appointing the 
receiver. The Act of 1864 had not repealed the Act of 1860, but had 
rendered it obsolete. This construction of the Act might put difficulties 
in the way of purchasers, but it was not for the court to strain the 
natural construction of the Act.—Qovunser, Ingpen; R. O. B. Lane. 
Soricrrons, M. H. Pope ; Tickell $ Co. 


SMALLPAGE v, TONGE—C, A. No. 2, 17th July. 


Pracrice—Lzave to Issuz Concurrent Wait ror Szrvicg ovr or Juris- 
DICTION—RENEWAL or OniGiInaAL Wait—Exrension or Trxe—SraTute 
or Luarations—R. 8. C., 1883, VL, 1, 2; VIIL., 1; LXIV., 7. 


This was an ap lication for leave to issue a concurrent writ for service 
out of the j ction. In March, 1881, the plaintiff issued a writ for 
the price of goods sold and delivered to the defendant in 1875. The 
defendant was not served, because the plaintiff could not discover where 
he was. The writ was subsequently renewed every six months, the last 
renewal being in March, 1886. The plaintiff had recently discovered that 
the defendant was residing in France, and he applied to a Divisional Court 
for leave to issue a concurrent writ for service out of the jurisdiction. 
Rule 1 of order 6 provides that ‘The plaintiff in any action may at the 





time of, or at any time during twelve months after, the as the 
original writ of summons, issue ove or more concurrent writ or each 
concurrent writ to bear teste of the same day as the original writ, and to 
be marked with a seal bearing the word ‘concurrent’ and the date of 
issuing the concurrent writ, and such seal shall be impressed upon the 
writ by the proper officer ; os always that such concurrent writ or 
writs shall only be in force for the period during which the ori writ 
in such action shall he in force.’ By rule 2 ‘'A writ for service within 
the jurisdiction may be issued, and marked as a concurrent writ with one 
for service, or whereof notice in lieu of service is to be given, out of the 
jurisdiction, and a writ for service, or whereof notice in lieu of service ig 
to be given, out of the jurisdiction, may be issued and marked as a con. 
current writ with one for service within the jurisdiction.” By rule 1 of 
order 8, ‘* No original writ of summons s be in force for more than 
twelve months from the day of the date thereof, including the day of such 
date; but if a Se therein named shall not have been served 
therewith, the plaintiff may, before the expiration of the twelve months, 
apply to the court or a judge for leave to renew the writ; and the court 
or judge, if satisfied that reasonable efforts have been made to serve such 
defendant, or for other good reason, may order that the original or con. 
current writ of summons be renewed for six months from the date of such 
renewal inclusive, and so from time to time during the currency of the 
renewed writ, . . . . anda writ of summons so renewed remain 
in force and be available to prevent the operation of any statute whereby 
the time for the commencement of the action may be limited, and for all 
other , from the date of the issuing of the o summons.” 
By rule 4 of order 2 a writ for service out of the j ction cannot be 
issued without the leave of the court ora judge. By rule 7 of order 64, 
‘The court or a judge shall have power to enlarge or abridge the time 
appointed by these rules, or fixed by any order enlarging time, for doing 
any act or taking any proceeding, upon such terms (if any) as the justice 
of the case may uire; and any such enlargment may be ordered, 
although the application for the same is not made until after the e 

tion of the time appointed or allowed.” The Divisional Court (Wills and 
Grantham, JJ.) d the application, on the ground that a concurrent 
writ could not be issued after the 1 writ had been renewed, and that 
the time ought not to be enl when the enlargement would affect the 
operation of the Statute of Limitations. The Oourt of Appeal (Corrox 
and Linpizy, L.JJ.) reversed the decision, and granted the application. 
They were of opinion that there was power to enlarge the time. They 
doubted at first whether a concurrent writ could be issued when there 
was only one defendant, but they said that they had made inquiry of an 
experienced master, and found that it was the common practice to issue 
concurrent writs when there was only one defendant, as well as when 
there were several defendants whom it was desired to serve concurrently, 
because the defendant might be a person who was moving shout, and it 
might not be known at which of several places he was to be found. The 
applicant had satisfied them that he had used all due diligence in trying 
to serve the defendant and to prevent his claim statute barred, 
that the defendant was avoiding his creditors y, and had hitherto 
defeated the applicant, and that they ought, therefore, to grant the 
application.—Counsgt, Percy Gye. Soxicrrors, G. 8. ¢ H. Brandon. 


LOCKE v, WHITE—C, A, No. 2, 14th July. 


R. S. O., 1883, XX.,5; XXVIIL, 2,4; XXXVI. 1—Sraremenr or Prace 
oF TRIAL—AMENDMENT oF STaTEMENT oF CLamm—RiGcur or Pam? 
TO ALTER Puace or TRIAL. 


The question in this case was whether a plaintiff, when amending his 
statement of claim, is entitled to alter the place of trial named in his 
original statement of claim, or to name a place of trial when none has 
been originally named. Rule 5 of order 20 provides that ‘‘ the statement 
of claim must, in all cases in which it is proposed that the trial should be 
elsewhere than in Middlesex, shew the pro place of trial.” And by 
rule 1 of order 36, ‘‘ Every action in every division shall, unless the court 
or a judge otherwise orders, be tried in the county or place named on the 
statement of claim, or (where no statement of has been delivered or 
required) by a notice in writing to be served on the defendant or his soli- 
citor within als dope after appearance. Where no place of trial is named, 
the place of trial shall, unless the court or a judge shall otherwise order, be 
the county of Middlesex.” Byrule 2 of order 28, ‘‘the plaintiff may, 
without any leave, amend his statement of claim, whether indorsed in the 
writ or not, once at any time before the —— of the time limited for 
reply, and before replying, or, where no defence is delivered, at any time 
before the expiration of four weeks from the appearance of the defendant 
who shall have last appeared.”” And by rule 4, ‘‘ Where any party has 
cppeaito peal man Within ges lane aatee tos tivery win of © 
op) may, er the very to CY) 
amended pleadings, apply to pembetes to disallow the amend: 
ment, or any part thereof, and the court or a j may, if satisfied that 
the justice of the case requires it, disallow the same, or allow i 
subject to such terms as to costs or otherwise as may be just.’’ The 
present action was brought in the Chancery Division, ming a declara- 
tion that the defendant was a trustee for the plaintiff of certain moneys i 
his hands, and to have a document which the plaintiff had executed se 
aside, these being matters y assigned to the Chancery Division. 
The statement of claim, which was delivered on the 5th of February, did 
not name any place of trial. On the 6th of March the defendant de- 
livered his ent of defence. On the 5th of April the plaintiff 
delivered an amended statement of claim, in which Winchester w# 
named as the place of trial. On the 13th of April the defendant delivered 





an amended statement of defence, and, on the 20th of April the reply 








July 24, 1886. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


639 








was delivered. On the 29th of April the plaintiff served notice of trial 
at Winchester, and on the 30th of April the defendant took out a sum- 
mons to set aside the notice of trial as irregular. North, J., held (34 
W. R. 648) that the plaintiff was not tied down to the moment of deliver- 
ing the original statement of claim for the purpose of fixing the venue, 
pe | dismissed the summons, with costs. The Court of A (LinDLEY 
and Lorzs, L.JJ.) reversed the decision. On behalf of the defendant it 
was contended that the original statement of claim, + mags og place 
of trial, had fixed the place of trial in Middlesex, and that the could 
not afterwards be changed without an order of the court ora judge. On 
behalf of the plaintiff it was urged that the naming of a place of trial was 
part of the kenad of claim, which the plaintiff had, under rule 2 of 
order 28, power to amend, and that the phrase “‘ statement of claim,” in 
rule 5o0f order 20, and in rule 1 of order 36, must include an amended 
statement of claim. And it was said that, at any rate, the defendant 
ought, under rule 4 of order 28, to have applied within eight days after 
the delivery to him of the amended statement of claim to have the naming 
of the place of trial at Winchester struck out. Linptey, L J., said that the 
case was an important one, but its difficulty was not equal to its importance. 
It turned upon the construction of two rules—the one a general rule as to 
the amendment of pleadings; the other a special rule as to the place of trial. 
In rule 5 of order 20 the expression ‘‘ statement of claim ’’ clearly meant 
the original statement of claim, not an amended statement of claim, and his 
lordship thoaght that rule 1 of order 36 referred in unmistakable language 
to rule 5 of order 20. The argument for the plaintiff amounted to read- 
ing rule 1 of order 36 as if it had said ‘ original or amended statement of 
claim.’”” That would not be consistent with rule 5 of order 20. If no 
statement of claim was delivered, the limitationof ‘‘six days after 
appearance” for giving notice of the place of trial shewed that 
the object was that the piace of trial should be named at the 
earliest stage in the action. ere were many reasons for fixing the place 
of trial at an early stage. Independently of the rules as to amendment, 
then, the thing seemed as plain as possible. The plaintiff was to name 
the place of trial in his statement of claim; if he did not it was to be in 
Middlesex. It could not then be changed at his own will and pleasure, 
it could only be changed by an order of the court. Rule 2 of order 28 
was, no doubt, very wide in its terms, and, if it stood alone, his lordship 
thought that it would justify what the plaintiff had done in this case. 
But it must be read in conjunction with rule 1 of order 36, Then 
there was a general rule expressed in general language, and a 
special rule expressed in particular language applying to the 
particular case. That being so, the special rule must prevail over the 
general rule. The attempt was a novel one—to change the place of trial 
without any leave of the court—and it could not succeed. e defendant 
was not asking to alter the place of trial, but to set aside an irregularity. 
His case was that the place of trial had always been Middlesex, and that 
it could not be changed without an application to the court. Probably the 
defendant might have applied, under rule 4 of order 28, to have the amend- 
ment as to the place of trial disallowed, but that was a merely technical 
objection. The substance of the present application was that, notwith- 
standing the plaintiff's irregularity, the place of trial should be where it 
ought to be, and his lordship thought that the defendant was not pre- 
cluded from making it by lapse of time. The order which he asked must 
be made, and the costs of the application must be the defendant’s in any 
event, and the plaintiff must pay the costs of the appeal. Lops, L.J., felt 
no doubt that the true construction of the rules was this—that, when the 
place of trial was once fixed, whether by a positive statement in 
the statement of claim, or by the silence of the statement of 
claim, or by notice if there was no statement of claim, it could only be 
changed by an order of the court or a judge. If that was so, and the 
plaintiff's contention was right, he would be able to do that which was 
prohibited by the rules—viz., alter the pas of trial, without any order oi 
the court, by an oP lication of rule 2 of order 28. North, J., in his udg- 
ment, asked: ‘‘ Why should not the ,ight to name the place of 
kept open as long as the agar are open?’? The answer was that the 
es had directed otherwise.—Counset, FE. Clarke, Q.C., Everitt, Q.C., 
and Edward Furd; Oswald. Soxrcrrons, Ashley, Tee, § Sons; A. W. Mills. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 
MOSS v. MALINGS—North, J., 19th July. 
Parent Action—AMENDMENT OF ParticuLars or OpsEcTION AT TRIAL. 


This was an action to restrain an alleged infringement by the defend- 
ants of the plaintiff's patent. Particulars of objections were delivered by 
the defendants in the ordinary way. At the trial the plaintiff was 
examined, cross-examined, and re-examined. The was then 
suspended for tw6 or three days. On its being resumed the defendants’ 
counsel stated that he was instructed that in the interval some new facts 
had come to the knowledge of the defendants which shewed that the 
 mapemsad was not the first inventor of the patented article, and he asked to 
allowed to recall the plaintiff for cross-examination as to these new 
, With the view of founding an application for leave to amend the 
Particulars of objection and for a postponement of the trial meanwhile. 
Renard v. Levinstein (18 W. R. 229) was relied on as an authority for the 
ok of such an ‘application during the trial. The application was 
oppose by the plaintiff’s counsel on the ground that, as the ulars 
objection stood, the proposed cross-examination would be 
and that the defendants ought to make a substantive a 
rted by independent evidence. The yoy salons of req 
of objection was to prevent a new case g sprung upon the plain 
in this way. Nonrn, J., refused the application. He said that he could 





not allow a cross-examination for the purpose of shewing that the defend- 
ants Vy have a case for asking to be allowed to apply for leave to 
amend their particulars of objection. At present there was no evidence 
to justify the application. In Renard v. Levinstein a case was made by the 
defendant. Daw v. Eley (L. R. 1 Eq. 38) was an authority for not grant- 
ing the application. It could only be granted if it was shewn that the 
new facts could not with reasonable diligence have been discovered 
sooner. This the defendants had not prov: His lordship also refused 
to allow one of the defendants to be called fo prove the newly-discovered 
facts.—Counset, Dundas Gardiner; Moulton, Q.C., and J. 0. Graham. 
Soxicrrors, Hughes ; G. H. Hoyle. 


JENNEY v. MACKINTOSH—North, J., 16th July. 


Practice—Service ovr or Jurtspicrion—Reat Estate AproAp—Barrisu 
Sunsgct REstpENT AproaD—R. S. C., 1883, XI., 1 (v.). 


This was an application for leave to serve the writ on one of the de- 
fendants, who was a British subject residing in Trinidad. The other 
defendants were within the jurisdiction, and the writ had been served on 
them. The plaintiffs were creditors entitled to the benefit of a creditors’ 
deed, executed by a debtorin England in 1863, by which the debtor conveyed 
to trustees certain property, including some real estate in Trinidad, on 
trust to secure the payment of a Hog corey of 7s. 6d. in the pound to 
the creditors. After the death of the debtor, the plaintiffs brought an 
action of Jenney v. Bell, against the then trustee of the deed and the 
debtor’s executors, to enforce their right to payment of the composition 
against the property comprised in the deed, and particularly against the 
real estate In rinidad, and in 1879 judgment was given by Malins, 
V.C., by which it was declared (inter alia) that all the estate and interest 
which, at the date of the deed, the debtor had in the Trinidad property 
were liable to make to the plaintiffs the composition, and that 
whatever estate or interest in the property passed by the debtor’s will 
was subject to that liability in favour of the sa gg and consequential 
directions were given to enable the plaintiffs to enforce the liability. 
After this judgment had been given the plaintiffs discovered that, by 
reason of the deed not having been attested as required by the law of 
Trinidad, the legal estate in the Trinidad property did not pass under 
thedeed. It had apparently not , by the debtor’s will, to his executors. 
The plaintiffs were, consequently, not able to obtain any benefit from the 
judgment. The present action was brought by the same plaintiffs against 
the debtor’s widow and children. W., one of the plaintiffs, had become 
the sole trustee of the creditors’ deed. The widow and one of the sons 
were the executors and trustees of the will. One of the sons resided in 
Trinidad. He was a British subject. By the indorsement on the writ the 
plaintiffs claimed a declaration that all such estate or interest (if any) in 
the property subject to the deed as was vested in the defendants, or any 
of them, was liable to satisfy to the plaintiffs the sum which, by the 
former decree, the property had been declared liable ; and that, by con- 
veyance from the defendants or by vesting order, or otherwise as might 
be fit, the legal estate in the Trinidad property, or other property subject 
to the deed, might be vested in the plaintiff W. as trustee of the deed, 
or that the defendants might be directed to concur, as the court might 
think fit, in the realization by sale or otherwise of the Trinidad property 
and other property for the purpose of giving effect to the former judg- 
ment. The plaintiffs had sei advised by a barrister practising in 
Trinidad that the legal estate in the Trinidad property devolved, on the 
debtor’s death, on alt his children, if it did not pass by his will, 
and that, under the law of Trinidad, the creditors’ deed bound 
the beneficial interest of the debtor, and of all persons claiming through 
him, in the Trinidad pro . Rule 1 of order 11 provides that service 
of a writ out of the jurisdiction may be allowed whenever (inter alia) 
‘*(g.) any person out of the jurisdiction is a necessary or proper party to 
an action properly brought against some other person duly served within 
the jurisdiction.” Nortn, J., at first felt some difficulty in allowing the 
posed be out of the jurisdiction, but ultimately he allowed it, on the 
ground that the barrister’s opinion shewed that the beneficial interest in 
the Trinidad property was bound by the creditors’ deed.—CovunszL, 
Napier Higgins, Q.C., and Medd. Soxictrons, Maples, Teesdale, $ Co. 


ROSS v. ARMY AND NAVY HOTEL (LIMITED)—Kay, J., 15tb and 
20th July. 


Company—Denentunrs— Covertnc Desgsp’’—ReGistRATION—BILLs oF 


Sate Acr, 1882, s. 17. 


The question arose in this case whether a certain trust deed for 
debenture - holders required registration under the Bills of Sale 
Act, 1882, or whether it came within the exception contained in 
section 17 of that Act. The action was by debenture- holders 
against the company to realize their security. The security was 
effected in the first instance by giving to each person who 
lent money to the company a debenture, which was in form an agree- 
ment under the seal of the company to pay the bearer on the 3lst of 
December, 1888, the sum of £100, and also interest at seven per cent. 
per annum in the meantime, and each debenture contained these words : 
—<The debenture-bond is issued upon and subject to the conditions 
indorsed thereon.’”’ The fifth of those conditions was as follows :—‘‘ The 
holders of the debenture-bonds of this issue are entitled pari passw to tho 
benefit of an indenture, dated the 24th of November, 1883, and made 
between the company cf the one part, and Donald Alexander, MacBean 

and James an, of the other part, whereby, subject to a sum 
of £75,000 and interest secured on mortgage, copies of which securities 
may be seen at the offices of the company’s solicitors, Messrs. Barnard & 
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Co., 47, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, the freehold buildings and premises of the 
company, situate in Victoria-street, Westminster, and all the machinery, 
fittings, fixtures, and furniture of the company in and about the said 
premises, and any of the machinery, fittings, fixtures, and furniture that 
may be rubstituted therefor during the continuance of the security 
effected by the said indenture, are expressed to be vested in the trustees 
to secure the payment of all moneys payable on such debenture-bonds.”’ 
The deed of the 24th of November, 1883, purported to be a conveyance 
and assignment of the hereditaments, fixtures, and chattels in words 
rather larger than those used in the conditions, the future chattels being 
not only those substituted for existing chattels, but also any brought 
upon the premises in addition thereto. The assignment was to trustees 
upon trust to enter and take possession and sell in case of default, and 
out of the proceeds to pay off the mortgage and debenture debts, and to 
pay the surplus, if any, to the —— This deed was not registered 
under the Bills of Sale Act, 1882. On the 17th of June, 1884, the 
directors issued a circular to the debenture-holders stating that there had 
recently been a decision of a judge of the High Court which seemed to 
imply that « trust deed for debenture-holders should have been regis- 
tered under the Bills of Sale Act, and that, feeling it their duty 
to protect the interests of the debenture-holders, they had caused 
a@ new debenture, framed to meet that decision, to be sealed in 
favour of each present holder of debentures in a form annexed 
which might be received by the debenture-holder at any time. 
This new form of debenture purported, on the face of it, 
to charge in favour of the holder or bearer the amount due on 
the debenture upon the company’s undertaking and all its property, both 
real and personal, present and future, and it was stated to be supple- 
mental to the original bond of the holder to whom it was given. On the 
17th of December, 1885, a petition was presented to wind up the company ; 
and, on the 5th of March, 1886, a winding-up order was made; and, on 
the 10th of May, an official liquidator was appointed. Kay, J., said that 
the Act did not say ‘‘containing a charge,’”’ but ‘‘ secured upon” such 
chattels. The debentures were undoubtedly intended to be secured upon 
tke chattels by this deed, which was commonly known as a “‘ covering 
deed’’; and if a debenture so secured was not within the Act, it was 
difficult to see why a covering deed should not also be excluded by the 
exception. By section 43 of the Joint Stock —— Act the company 
were bound to keep a register of all mortgages and charges affecting their 
property, which was open to inspection by any creditor or member of the 
company at all reasonable times, so that the necessity for another registra- 
tion was not very apparent ; and that must have been one of the reasons 
for excepting debentures from the operation of the Act. Moreover, the 
form of bills of sale given by the Act was not applicable to a covering deed, 
and it would be difficult so to frame such a deed as to satisfy the statute, and 
such a deed, if within the Act, could not create a charge upon the 
chattels of the company (section 5), although debentures, being excepted 
by section 17, might be so charged, His lordship referred to Brocklehurst 
v. The Railway Printing and Publishing Co. (W. N. 1884, p. 70), and said 
that, if the literal construction put upon the Act in that case were to be 
adopted, it must be admitted, at any rate, that the debentures in this case 
were excepted by section 17. Then arose the question, if the covering deed 
was void, was there not enough in the nature of the transaction, or even 
upon the face of the debentures, to create an equitable charge upon 
the chattels mentioned in the deeds, or, at any rate, upon those ified 
in condition 5? His lordship referred to Burgh v. Francis (1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 
320), Taylor v. Wheeler (2 Vern. 564), Jennings v. Moore (Ibid., 609), Re 
Strand Music Hall Co. (3 De G. J. & 8. 147), and Holroyd v. Marshall (10 
H. L. Cas. 191). Assuming the covering deed to be void for want of 
registration, or for any other reason, by mistake or neglect of the officers 
of the company, the intention to give the debenture-holders a valid charge 
upon the property comprised in that covering deed was manifest on the 
face of the debentures, The rule of equity, therefore, applied. The 
debentures were perfectly good, and were excepted from the operation of 
the Bills of Sale Act by section 17. If the covering deed required regis- 
tration and was void as to the chattels for want of it, the debentures were, 
on the face of them, equivalent to a contract in equity to charge the money 
lent upon the chattels comprised in the deed. There was, therefore, no 
answer tothe claim on the of the debenture-holder. His lordship 
was, therefore, unable to follow the decision in Brockichurst’s case in that 
respect. There must therefore be a declaration that all the chattels in- 
tended to be charged with the money due on the ori debentures were 
subject to an equitable charge in favour of the holders of the debentures, 
and the costs of the motion must be paid out of the estate.—OCounssL, 
Graham Hastings, Q.C., and Maidlow ; Kekewich, Q.O., and Phipson Beale. 


pam Ford, Lloyd, Bartlett, § Michelmore ; Travers, Smith, § Braith- 
waite. 


Re WHITE’S TRUSTS—Bacon, V.C., 17th July. 
Wit1—Caarirr—Cr-rres—Girt ror Particutarn Cuarrry—Lapse. 


The testator bequeathed £1,000 to the officers of the Tinplate Workers 
Co., upon trust, as soon as conveniently might be after his decease, and | I 


when a site could be obtained for that ae. to build alms- 
houses ie use of blind, helpless, or decayed liverymen, freemen, or 
(failing them) other men of the trade. The charity was to be by 
the officers of the company, and the testator expressed a hope that some- 
body would give an endowment. It had proved impossible to obtain either 
site or endowment, and the company, which was too poor to provide them, 
now petitioned the court that a scheme might be settled for carrying outthe 
intentions of the testator by giving ons or otherwise. Bacon, V.C., 
said that the had been given for a particular object only, and that, 
as that had failed, the legacy lepsed and fell into the residue. Petition 





dismissed. Oovunszt, Millar, Q.0., and Grosvenor Woods ; Dibdin. Soxact. 
tors, LZ. H. Birkett ; Eleum § Lemon. 


Re MABERLY, MABERLY +. MABERLY—Bacon, V.C., 19th July, 


Wiuti—Trustees—InvestMeNtT—Direction To Invest 1n Irtso Lany~— 
Dzsentures—Serrirep Lanp Act, 1882, ss. 3, 21, 33—Locat Avrtuorr- 
tizs Loans Act, 1875, s. 27. 


The testator directed that his personal estate should be converted, and 
the proceeds invested in the purchase of land in Ireland. All parties 
interested concurred in applying to the court for leave to retain the funds 
in their present state of investment, and for power to invest under the 
provisions of section 21 of the Settled Land Act, 1882. Bacon, V.0,, 
said that it was the duty of the trustees to act prudently, and that it 
would be most peng to invest in Irish land. They must retain the 
personal estate an opportunity arose of investing it —— to the 
terms of the will. Part of the fund was invested in Liverpool 3} Per 
Cent Corporation Stock. Bacon, V.C., held that this was not authorized 
by the combined o ion of section 21 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, 
and the Local Authorities Loans Act, 1875, s. 27.—Counsg., Sir A. 7. 
. toe Bart., Q.C.; Hornell ; Clement H. Lindon. Soxicrrons, Freshfields 
$ Williams. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 


Re TOMLIN PATENT HORSE SHOE CO. (LIMITED)—Chitty, J., 
19th July. 
Sorrcrron anp CLrent—Retainsr—AGeEnt Empioyine Soricrror. 


This was a motion by a person who had been joined as co-petitioner in 
a petition to wind up the company to have his name struck out asa 
petitioner, and that the solicitor acting for the petitioners might be 
ordered to pay the costs. The motion was opposed by the co-petitioners 
on the ground that a written authority given by the applicant to one of 
the yg somone was an authority to a the petition. That document 
was as follows :—‘‘I hereby appoint F’, T. to act for me and on my behalf 
in the matter of the Tomlin Patent Horse Shoe Co., and I agree to hold 
myself bound by any arrangement he may arrive at, or any engagement 
he may enter into in the matter.’? The applicant stated that nothing 
whatever passed between him and F. T. as to winding-up proceedings, 
but what took place had reference to dealing with his shares. Atkinson 
v. Abbott (3 Drew. 251); Wray v. Kemp (32 W. R. 334, L. R. 26 Ch D. 
169); and Nurse v. Durnford (28 W. R. 145, L. R. 13 Ch. D. 764) were 
referred to. Curry, J., said that the document could not be treated by 
the solicitor as an authority to present a winding-up petition, for it was 
at most but an authority to negotiate or enter into an agreement on 
behalf of the applicant. The applicant, therefore, was entitled to an 
order as asked. e order was that the applicant’s name be struck out 
of the petition, that the solicitor and the co-petititioners or one of them 
should pay the costs as between solicitor and client, and indemnify the 
applicant against all costs and liability in respect of the petition, including 
the costs of the respondent company.—CounsgL, J. H. Boome ; Whitehorne, 
Q.C., and Metcalfe ; Ince, Q.C., and Buckley. Sorrcrrors, 8. F, Langham, 
for Hodges, Dorking ; P. M. James; Rooks § Co. 


HOYLE v, JACOBITZ—Q. B. D. (Bowen, L.J.), 16th July. 
AcTION TO RECOVER CHARGES MADE BY AMERICAN LAWYERS. 


This was an action brought by a solicitor against a client for whom he 
had acted in a petition in the Divorce Court. A decree nisi for the dissolu- 
tion of the marriage was obtained in the case, and the plaintiff sent in a 
bill of costs, including a sum of over £50 for charges made by lawyers in 
America, where a commission to obtain evidence in support of the de- 
fendant’s (the petitioner’s) case had had to be sent. One question in the 
case was whether the plaintiff was or was not entitled to recover these 
charges of the American lawyers, although he had, as a matter of fact, 
only paid the amounts since the writ in the action had been issued. The 
ine question in the action—viz., as to the liability of the defendant to pay 
the charges for which the plaintiff had admittedly made himself liable—- 
depended upon the terms of certain letters by which the defendant had 
agreed to pay expenses incurred in America. The following cases were 
cited by the learned counsel in the case :—Carr v. Roberts (5 B. & A. 78); 
Spark v. Heslop (1 E. & E. 563); and Warwick v. Richardson (10 M. & W. 
284). Bowen, L.J., in giving judgment, said that the real question in the 
case was whether, by the contract een the plaintiff and the defendant, 
the former had been authorized to pay the charges of the lawyers in 
Chicago or there had been a mere contract of indemnity to pay any 
charges when paid by the plaintiff. His lordship was of opinion that the 
contract between the - 2 a the : ee 8 gap be: 
moneys necessary to ena’ to employ the agen’ e 

t ms that the amount for Phich the plaintiff had made himself legally 
liable had not been arrived at until after the writ had been issued. A 
very important question under section 25 of the Judicature Act, 1873, 
arose in the case—viz., as to whether or not the court could give effect to 
a cause of action not complete at the time of the issuing of the writ in it. 
His lordship desired to express no opinion on that _ now, though he 
could not but feel that sooner or later it must be the subject of judicial 
decision. Inasmuch as in the present case the sum payable by the plain- 
tiff to the agents employed on behalf of the defendant in had 
been fixed at £54, he must give judgment for the plaintiff for that amount. 
—CounseL, Bray ; Kisch.— Times. 
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GUILDFORD ASSIZES. 
SHAPLAND v. WHITE—Manisty, J., 20th July. 


Action ror Pgnatty aGatnst Reoistrar or County Court FoR ACTING 
as SoniciTtoR IN HIs own Court. 


This was an action against a solicitor, registrar of a county court, for a 
penalty of £50 for acting as a solicitor in his court in contravention of the 
provision in the County Court Act that no solicitor, being registrar, shall 
in any way, directly or indirectly, by partner or otherwise, be concerned 
as attorney or agent for any suitor in the same court. The now plaintiff, 
who is also a solicitor, had been sued in the High Court for a debt; judg- 
ment was obtained against him, and some time afterwards a judgment 
summons was taken out against him in the Epsom County Court, of 
which the defendant was ——. Afterwards an order for committal 
was obtained. The present plaintiff appeared to have conceived that the 
now defendant had obtained the order, and wrote to him cLarging him with 
having done so and with cong | acted as solicitor in the matter, which, 
however, he denied, alleging that he had simply, as , laid the 
proceedings before the judge who had made the order. His defence was 
that he had acted only as registrar, not as solicitor. Mr. Ede, the 
creditor, having been called as a witness by the plaintiff, stated that he 
had applied for the judgment summons. g asked further who took 
the necessary p aacrmicy « gs, he said that Mr. White had told him that he 
could not act for him, he ae registrar of the court, and that he must 

to some other solicitor. It was admitted, however, that he had no 
other solicitor, that Mr. White obtained for him the office copy of the 
judgment, and that the affidavit of debt was drawn in his office. The 
witness distinctly stated that Mr. White, after he told him he could not 
act for him, being registrar, had never been consulted by him, nor had he 
acted for himin the matter of the county court. Manisty, J., said there 
was no evidence that Mr. White had acted as was alleged, and therefore 
directed a verdict for the defendant, and gave judgment accordingly.— 
Counsz for the registrar, Stuart Sankey.— Times. 


MANCHESTER ASSIZES. 


VILLA ESTATE CO. eeu” be GEDDES—A. L. Smith, J., 17th 
y: 


Repurcuasg By Desror or Estate rrom uis Trustes 1n LiquipaTion— 
Lianriity or Destor For ARREARS OF CALLS. 


This action involved the question of the liability of a debtor who has, 
after bankruptcy, repurchased his estate from his trustee for arrears of calls 
upon shares in alimited company. The defendant was a chemist, and in 
1874 became an original subscriber for 150 shares in the plaintiff company, 
and subsequently applied for and obtained a further allotment of sixty 
shares. The defendant acted as a director and chairman of the company 
from its formation, but on the 8th of November, 1876, he went into 
liquidation. On the 2nd of January, 1877, he obtained his discharge, and 
on the 13th of January, 1877, his trustee, in consideration of the sum of 
£250 paid, reconveyed the defendant’s estate to the defendant. The 
defendant did not return the shares as assets in his bankruptcy, and no 
notice was given to the company of his liquidation. The trustee took no 
action with reference to the shares and did not disclaim them. After the 
reconveyance of his estate the defendant continued to take some part in 
the management of the affairs of the company, but not to so great an 
extent as before. Calls upon the defendant’s shares had from time to 
time been made, and by December, 1878, arrears amounting to £469 7s. 8d, 
had accrued upon them. On the 11th of November, 1885, a resolution 
was passed to wind up the company, which was confirmed upon the 7th of 
December, 1885. The defendant appeared upon the register as share- 
holder, and the liquidator of the a in this action sought to make 
the defendant liable as contributory for the amount of the arrears of calls 
upon the shares registered in his name. Counsel contended, on behalf of 
the defendant, that the bankruptcy absolved the defendant from liability 
upon the shares, and cited in support of his — Lindley on 
Partnership, 4th ed., p. 1181, Za parte Pickering, Re Pickering (L. R. 4 Ch. 
61), and The Mercantile Mutual Marine Association (L. R. 25 Ch. D. 21). 
Counsel on behalf of plaintiff contended that the defendant should 
have made an application to the court to rectify the register after his dis- 
charge, and that, being a free man at the time of the reconveyance, the 
bankruptcy was no bar to the claim. A. L. Surru, J., held that the debt 
Was one provable by the company in the bankruptcy, and gave judgment 
for the defendant, with costs.—Oounse, R. Henn Collins, Q.C., and Maberly ; 
Addison, Q.C., and Eastwood.— Times. 





The Times says that on Wednesday Mr. Justice Field, aftera jury 
had stopped a case in which the plaintiff claimed for personal 
injuries, onpoessing an opinion that the case ought never to have been 
brought, called the plaintiff's solicitor to the front of the court and, 
addressing him, said: ‘‘ Have the goodness, sir, at once to pay the jury 
their fees. I make an order to that effect, and if you do not pay these 
fees to-day, sir, I shall make an order for your attachment. will not 
allow the jury to be treated like this ; it is bad enough that they have to put 
up with their present low remuneration.’ [The statement is obviously 
imperfect ; there must surely have been some demur on the part of the 
solicitor to payment of the fees of the jury. ] 


MR. JUSTICE STEPHEN AND MR. 


STEVENSON. 


Ar the conclusion of an intergleader case (Fisher v. Fisher) at the Not- 
tingham Assizes on the 15th -» Mr. G. J. Coombs, auctioneer, who 
did not answer to the call of his subpena during the trial, made an 
application to the 4"4 that the certificates given to the defendant’s 
solicitor, Mr. W. H. Stevenson, might be cancelled. Mr. Coombs, in 
answer to the judge, said he had been in the country on important 
business for the high sheriff, and that he had been delayed in consequence 
of the train by which he travelled being late in arriving in Nottin " 
His lordship asked Mr. Stevenson if he would hand over the cer 
to Mr. Coombs, but Mr. Stevenson said if it was left to his own discretion 
ees aa them. His lordship: I order them to be given 
up. Mr. Stevenson: Would you allow me to get acopy of them? His 
lordship: I order you in my ce to hand over the certificates. On 
taking his seat on the bench next morning his lordship asked if Mr. 
Stevenson was present. If not, his (Mr. Stevenson’s) if he was 
resent, had better go and inform him that if he did not appear he would 
severely dealt with. Mr. Stevenson, he (the judge) been credibly 
informed, had been ty of gross contempt of court on Thursday 
night ; and he (the judge) required his . He would give him a 
short time to put in an appearance; but he should direct Mr. Cox to 
make out at once a summons for the attendance of Mr. Stevenson forth- 
with in court. His lordship then definitely instructed Mr. Cox to make 
out a summons to that effect, and have it served by a bailiff of the court. 
Mr. Cox was also instructed to give Mr. Stevenson to understand that 
what had passed already—the refusal to obey the order of the court—was 
an additional contempt of court, and w be dealt with as such. He 
also asked Mr. Cox to embody in the summons the fact that Mr. 
Stevenson had to appear to answer for contempt committed by 
him on Thursday = upon the rising of the court. His 
lordship added any default would be an additional contempt, 
and that the matter would be dealt with in Mr. Stevenson’s absence 
if he did not appear. At 10.35 Mr. Stevenson appeared in court, and 
his lordship, addressing him, said: I am informed that on my leaving 
the court yesterday you went to my clerk and attempted to take by force 
the order which, by my directions, been cancelled. Is that true? Mr. 
W. H. Stevenson: Your lordship has been misinformed. What took 
place was this—In “% = lace there was no order made to estreat the 
recognizances, but ™: —, an original subpena——His 
lordship : Did you try to take it by ‘orce from my clerk? Mr. Stevenson : 
No, my lord. If your lordship wil] hear me——His lordship: No; I 
shall take evidence upon it. Mr. Stevenson: Will you allow me to state 
what took place? His lordship: You can if you like. Mr. Stevenson 
said that if his lordship would allow him he wished to state that there was 
@ memorandum on the document to the effect that Mr. Coombs had been 
called on his subpena three times, but did not answer ; and, on the judge's 
suggestion, he handed it to his lordship’s clerk to be cancelled. He did 
not understand that the document was to be given up, because it was an 
original document and would be needed for purposes of taxation. He 
accordingly went to his lordship’s clerk and asked if he could have the 
document , or so much ofit as contained the memorandum. The gen- 
tleman in question declined, and as the document was on the table he 
(Mr. Stevenson) took it-up, but while it was in his hands his lordship’s 
clerk or some other gen‘ snatched it violently from him, and he 
believed that it got torn. So far as from intending any disrespect to the 
court, he hac not the slightest wish to be guil it, and he submitted 
that it was he himself who had the grievance. He asked for the names of 
the officials in question, but they declined to give him them, and he asked 
for the document, but that they also to give him. He thought 
that his lordship would see that there was a great deal to be said on both 
mon splioghe— tg gd bys Reh yh Beer dey deal to 
= up with. His lordship (warmly) : *t talk to me in way, sir. 
ou are talking in a most insolent manner. Your behaviour and the 
whole of your conduct yesterday were of the most ee character. 
Mr. Stevenson: It was not my intention to be insolent or insulting. His 
lordship: Try to pervert your nature, and do not be insolent, but 
resp . Mr. Stevenson: I am not trying to be insolent. It 
is my misfortune——His lordship: Yes, it is your misfortune. , 
po eg oe I - endeavouring to give toe my perro pad R lord- 
ip: on out making any insul' and do & proper 
manner. Give your explanation without Sine inviting. Mr. Stevenson 
said he was entitled to this document. His lordship: And you were 
trying to retain it by force after I had given orders that it sh be given 
up? Mr. Stevenson said he was not. He bowed to the 
— A pointing above Rag 
was y out 
of the coast that it was an original 
was snatched out of his ; 
He did not in any way endeavour or 
His lordship (ho me) see: This is the docum 
Mr. Stevenson: Yes. It was after your lordship had left the 
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lordship’s order to keep it, his best course would be to apply to your lord- 
ship for the return of the document. I then felt that he was getting a 
firmer hold of the document, and I took the document with my two hands. 
He, with his right hand, was drawing it tight, because I was drawing it 
at the same time, and accordingly the document came in two. With 
regard to the name, he did not ask my name. His lordship (addrassing 
Mr. Stevenson): What have you to say for yourself, Mr. Stevenson, Mr. 
Stevenson: I do not say this is exactly correct, but I think he has 
given his statement fairly, and it will shew that I did not attempt to 
take it by force. His lordship: After hearing what has happened, 
and hearing your explanation about this—Well, I had intended to 
inflict a severe punishment upon you, and I certainly should have 
done so if there had really been an attempt on your part to 
take away a document which was in the custody of the court from the 
officer of the court. It seems to me from your own account that it is simply 
the behaviour of an insolent and vulgar man. Mr. Stevenson: Will your 
lordship make an order? His lordship: With regard to the document it 
is cancelled, and now that itis cancelled you may have it back. I overlook 
it because it is a piece of vulgar impertinence. I advise you to take 
warning that your conduct is as bad as can be, Stand up, sir. You 
behav ourself yesterday in the most insolent manner, and then you 
have the further insolence to come before me and talk about the members 
of the profession to which you belong as a race of men who had to put 
up with a great deal. I am sure—although I do not believe there are a 
more honourable or better conducted body of men than solicitors—they 
are uncommonly well able to take care of themselves. You are most 
insolentin your way, sir. Sitdown. Mr. Stevenson: Your lordship is on 
the bench. His lordship: Sit down, sir. Mr. Stevenson then resumed 
his seat, and soon afterwards left the court.—Nottingham Journal. 








PHOTOGRAPHS AS EVIDENCE. 


Tue Photographic News says:—In commenting last week on a decision 
given by Mr.Justice North, and which decision seems to have been very much 
influenced by a photograph, we alluded to one way in which photography 
may give directly false evidence, and we may now mention another 
typical case. A friend of ours, who some years ago had a portrait studio 
in the City, formed a speaking acquaintanceship with a solicitor, as the 
result of meeting him almost daily at a dining room. One day the 
solicitor greeted the photographer by expressing high disgust towards 
photography and photographers; ‘‘for,” said he, ‘‘one of you fellows 
will make me lose an ancient-lights case to morrow.’’ ‘‘ More fool you,”’ 
answered the photographer ; ‘‘ you should get some photographs taken on 
your side also.’”” In aclose conversation of some fifteen minutes which 
followed, the solicitor learned what he did not know before: he learned 
that the photograph may be made to speak for this or for that, according 
as the finger of mammon does point. An inspection was made, and it was 
found that a photograph so untruth-telling as to be altogether satisfac- 
tory to the plaintiff could only be taken under the following conditions. 
The lens must include an exceptionally wide angle; the view must be 
taken from the roof of a certain building in the neighbovrhood, and late 
in the afternoon. Much work had to be done. e lens had to be 
borrowed from a celebratred optician who had only just succeeded in con- 
structing his first extra wide angle lens. Difficulties as to access to the 
desired standpoint had to be overcome, but all the obstacles were sur- 
mounted, and, to the delight of the lawyer, a photograph was produced 
which shewed the new wall as being close to the plaintif’s premises, and 
ed into disproportion, while the long, black evening shadow 
across the diminished building of the plaintiff, rea ering his 
windows almost invisible for the very blackness. Here was a striking 
contrast to the defendant’s photograph, which showed the plaintiff's 
building large, and illuminated by the midday light, while on 
the remote edge of the picture was the recently-erected wall, to be seen 
as small and distant. To revert to the case which was heard last week, Mr. 
Justice North, when he said that ‘‘he had seen some very clear photo- 
graphs which convinced him that the inscription was put up in such a 
way that passers-by would not be deceived,’’ may have been fully aware 
of all the circumstances we referred to. He may have known that a sign- 
board may be painted with two totally different inscriptions, one of these 
inscriptions being latent to the eye, and patent to the ordinary sensitive 
plate, while the other inscription is patent to the eye, but latent to the 
sensitive plate. He may have studied the recent developments of ortho- 
chromatic photography, and he may, perhaps, look forward to the time 
when it may be possible to represent on the sensitive plate all objects in 
their correct relative intensities. He may have known how photography 
has sometimes done good service in rendering obvious things invisible to 
the eye; how stars invisible to the eye can be seen by the recording eye 
of the camera; how erased writing has been beonghs to light, and how 
the markings of eruptive disease have been seen by the camera before the 
eye could detect them. Knowing all this, he may have satisfied himself 
t the photographs were truthful ones. There is, however, a possibility 
that he did not know much about the possibilities of the case, and that he 
took it for granted that Photographs cannot lie, If so, he has created a 
dangerous precedent. otographs ought to be seldom received except in 
conjunction with the personal evidence of the photographer who took 
them, and when there is satisfactory, in ent evidence that the 
photographs are truth-speaking witnesses. 








In the Crawford case Sir James Hannen refused to allow ‘‘ Hansard” to 
be referred to as evidence. 





LEGAL M,P.’S. 


Memsers whose names are printed in italics were not members of the 
late House of Commons. 


ENGLAND AND WALES. 


BaRRIsTERs. 


AsHToN-UNDER-Lyne—John Edmund Wentworth Addison, Q.0. © 
Batu—Edmund Robert Wodehouse. L 
BzprorpDsurrz. South—Oyril Flower. GL 
BerksuirzE, East—William George Mount. CO 
= South—Sir Charles Russell, Bart. C 
Berunat Green, South-West—Edward Hare Pickersgill. GL 
BremincHamM, East—Henry Matthews, Q.C. C 
Braprorp, Central—Right Hon. George John Shaw-Lefevre. G L 
Bricuton—Right Hon. William Thackeray Marriott, Q.C. © 
Bury—Right Hon. Sir Henry James, Q.C. U L 
Bury Sr. Epmunps—Lord Francis Hervey. C 
CamBERWELL, Dulwich—John Morgan Howard, QC. CO 
2 North—John Richards Kelly. © 
se Peckham—Arthur Anthony Baumann. C 
Camprince Universiry—Right Hon. Henry Cecil Raikes. CO 
CAMBRIDGESHIRE, West—Charles Hall, Q.C. CO 
CaRDIGANSHIRE— William Bowen Rowlands,Q.C. GL 
Car.LisLe— William Court Gully, Q.C. 
CaRMARTHENSHIRE, East—David Pugh. GL 
Carnarvon—Edmund Swetenham, Q.0. © 
Cuatuam—Sir John Eldon Gorst, Q.0. C 
CuELsEa—Charles Algernon Whitmore. C 
CuELTENHAM—James Tynte 4g Gardner. C 
Cuzsuirg, Altrincham—Sir iam Cunliffe Brooks, Bart. C 
CuestEn—Robert Armstrong Yerburgh. C 
CuristcuurcH— Charles Edward Baring Young. OC 
CotcuEstER—Henry John Trotter. OC 
Cornwati, Camborne—Charles Augustus Vansittart Conybeare. G L 
= Launceston—Charles Thomas Dyke Acland. GL 
DensicH—Hon. George Thomas Kenyon. C 
DensiGHsHirE, East—Right Hon. George Osborne Morgan, Q.C. GL 
ae West—William Cornwallis West. U L 
Derny—Right Hon, Sir William Vernon Harcourt, Q.0. GL 
Devonsuirg, Ashburton—Charles Seale Hayne. GL 
© Barnstaple—George Pitt Lewis, Q.C. UL 
aa Honiton—Sir John Henry Kennaway, Bart. C 
Dewssury—Sergeant John Simon. GL 
DoxrsetsuirE, North—Hon. Edwin Berkeley Portman. G L 
Dvuruam, City—Thomas Milvain. C 
+ North-West—Llewellyn Archer Atherley Jones. G L 
Essgx, Walthamstow—William Thomas Makins, C 
» Harwich—James Round. C 
FvuLHamM—William Hayes Fisher. 0 
Giamorcansuing, South—Arthur John Williams. G L 
Hackney, South—Sir Charles Russell,Q.C. GL 
Hauirax—Right Hon. James Stansfeld. GL 
HamMPsHIRE, vgn ae Hon. George Sclater Booth. C 
- Isle of Wight—Sir Richard Everard Webster, Q.0. C 
ns New Forest—Francis Compton. C 
Hampstzap—Right Hon. Sir Henry Thurston Holland, Bart. C 
Hastincs—Wilson Noble, C 
HuppersrizLp— William Summers. GL 
Irswich—Charles Dalrymple. C 
Istineton, East—Isaac Cowley Lambert. C 
Kensinoton, North—Sir Roper Lethbridge. C 
Kent, Faversham—Herbert Thomas Knatchbull-Hugessen. © 
», St. Augustine—Aretas Akers.Douglas. C 
», Tunbridge—Robert Norton. C 
KippermMinstER—Augustus Frederick Godson. C 
LamBetu, Brixton—Emest Baggallay. C 
Lancasuirk, Eccles—Right Hon. Sir Richard Assheton Cross, G.C.B. © 
” Prestwich—Robert Gray Cornish Moubray. C 
Lzzps, East—John Lawrence Gane, Q.C. GL 
LercesrersuirE, South—TZhomas Keay Tapling. C 
Lincotn—Frederick Harold Kerans. 
Lincotnsureg, Brigg—Samuel Danks Waddy, Q.C. GL 
is Horncastle—Right Hon. Edward Stanhope. OC 
i Louth—<Arthur Raymond Heath. © 
* Stamford—John Compton Lawrence, Q.C. © 
Liverroo.t, Abercrombie—William Frederick Lawrence. OC 
es Walton—John George Gibson, Q.C. © 
Lynn—Right Hon. Robert Bourke. C 
Marpstone—Alexander Henry Ross. O 
Mrpp.esex, Harrow—William Ambrose, Q.C. O 
od Tottenham—Joseph Howard. CO 
MonmovurusuirE, North—Cornelius Marshall Warmington, Q.0. GL 
a West—Thomas Phillips Price. GL 
Monrtcomerysuire—Stuart Rendel. G L 
NewcastLe-unDER-Lyme—Douglas Harry Coghill. UL 
NegwcastLe-uron-Tyne—Right Hon. John Morley. G L 
Newineron, West— 
Norrotx, North—Herbert Henry Cozens-Hardy, Q.C. G L 
i Mid—Robert Thornhaugh Gordon. U L 
Nonrruampronsuine, Kast—Francis Allston Channing. G L 
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Norrmveuam, East—Arnold Morley. GL 

South—Henry Smith Wright. C 
OxrorD Unrversitry—Right Hon. Sir John sag Mowtesy, Bart. © 
Oxrorpsutre, Mid—Francis William Maclean, Q UL 

Routh. Hon, Proves Porter, 
Piymovrn—Edward Clarke, Q.0. C 
Preston—William Edward bogs / Tomlinson. C 
Sr. Hztens—Henry Seton Karr. © 
Sr. Pancras, Hast—Robert Grant Webster. O 

PP South—Sir Julian Goldsmid, Bart. U L 
SatrorD, South—Henry Hoyle Howarth. C 
West— 


est— Lee les. 
SHEFFIELD, ee ee ay Bernard John Se’ 
tral—Charles Edward Howard 
Ponleeail—Ellis Ashmead Bartlett. 
Hallam—Charles Beilby Stuart Wortley. Cc 
SuRoPsHIRE, ae Jasper More. UL 


Vincent 7 ae GL 


est—Stanley ton. CO 
SoMERSETSHIRE, East—Henry Hobhouse. U L 
Wi — Charles Isaac Elton, Q.C. © 
Souruwark, West— ur Cohen, Q.0. G 
STAFFORDSHIRE, pe ae mana oy ok Staveley Hill, D.C.L., Q.C. C 
Leek—Harry Tichborne Davenport. © 
Sussex, East Grinstead—Hon. Alfred Erskine eng Hardy. © 
WarwicksuirzE, North-East—John ag Dugdale, Q.0. © 
West Ham, sear ya a a a ES ee a 
ape ey on. , ugustus Oaven Bentinc 
Wican—Francis Sharp ee & =, 
WorcesTERsHink, East—George Woodgate Hastings. 
Yorr— Lockwood, Q.0. GL 
Yerxsutre, East Riding—Arthur Duncombe. O 
West Riding, meee Pe | 
Doncaster— Walter Shirley = gg 
Morley—Charles Milnes Gaskell. 
Ripon—John Lloyd Wharton, C 


are 


j Kenny. GL 
‘ * EL 
” ” GL 


” ” 


BristoLt, North—Lewis F po 

CARNARVONSHIRE, South -¥ Bryn Roberts. G L 

Duptey—Brooke Robinson. 

Isurncton, South—Sir Albert > ine Rollit, LL.D. OC 

os aes te De i GL 
cKPoRT—Sydney Gedge. 

Srockton—Joseph Dodds. G 7 

WanpswortH—. vw Kimber. 

Warwicksuirz, Sou bony Peyton Cobb. GL 

Wotvernampron, East—Right Hon. Henry Hartley Fowler. 

Wootwich—Edwin Hughes. © 


QL 


SCOTLAND. 
BARRISTERS AND ADVOCATES 


Burzsutre—James Patrick Bannerman Robertsov. C 
CLACKMANNANSHIRE and onus ~ Hon, John Blair Balfour, 


Dumrries—Robert Threshie Reid, Q.C. GL 
Dunpzz—Charles Carmichael Lacaita. GL 
” Edmund Robertson. GL 
Epinsurcu, EKast—Robert Lamb Wallace. GL 
West—Thomas Ryburn Buchanan. U L 
Epivnvrou aNp St. ANDREw’s Untversitres—Right Hon. John es wo 


acdonald, Q.C. 
E.ein—Alexander Asher, Q.0. GL 
Exem and Narrnsutre—Charles Henry Anderson, Q.C. GL 
Firrsutr8, East—Herbert Henry Asquith. GL 
Happinctonutre—Richard Burdon Haldane. GL 
Inverness—Robert Bannatyne Finlay, Q.0. UL 
Krmxcatpy—Sir George Campbell. ce! L 
KirxcupsrieHTsHtmae—Mark a Stewart. C 
Lanarksuirx, North-East—Donald Crawford. G L 
Partick— Alexander Craig Sellar. U L 
Monrgose—John Shiress Will, Q.0. GL 
Pertusuirg, East—Robert Stewart Mengies. G L 
Roxsurcusuire—Hon. Arthur Ralph Dundas Elliott. U L 
. AnpREW’s—Henry Torrens Anstruther. UL 


i Soxrcrrors. 
Ixvennessutng.—Charles Fraser Macintosh. G L 


IRELAND. 
BaRngisTErs. 


Antrim, North—Edward ten, dao em 
»  South—John Willian titios 
Betrast, South—William Johnston. 
Corx, North-East—Edward Leamy. - 
Donzcan, East—Arthur O’Connor. 
Dust Untvarsttr—Right Hon. Devi Robert Sinakeh, | Q.0. O 
piget Hon. oe Holmes, Q.C. 
rae it ete tuer, F 
ARE, ‘ames Laurence 
Kuxznny, North—Edward Purcell Mulhallen Marum. P 





Kixe’s County, Birr—Bernard Charles Molloy. P 
MonaGkan, South—Sir Joseph Neale McKenna. P 
Roscommon—Andrew Commins, LL.D. P 
Wexrorp, North—John Edward Redmond. P 


Soxrcrrors. 


Cors, North-East—Edmund Leamy. P 
» City—Maurice Healy. P 
Donzcat, North—James Edward O'Doherty. P 
» . West—Patrick O’Hea. _# 
Down, South—Michael McCartan. 
Krixenny, South—Patrick Aecaae Onener. P 
LonponDERRY—Charles Edward Lewis. 
Tyrone, East—William James Reynolds. °D 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Henry Watson Parker, solicitor (of the firm of Parker, Garrett, 
& Parker), of Rectory House, St. Michael’s-alley, Cornhill, vice-president 
of the Incorporated Law Society, has been elected President of that 
oo ad for the ensuing year. . Parker was admitted a solicitor in 


Mr. Henry Marxsy, solicitor (of the firm of Markby & Stewart), of 57, 
Coleman-street, has been elected Vice-President of the Incorporated Law 
aed for the ensuing year. Mr. Markby was admitted a solicitor in 

‘- Gsorcz Frepsrick Pottock, barrister, who ~~ pee 
Queen’s Remembrancer on the resignation of his ag aS 
Frederick Pollock, Bart., is the third son of Lond Ohist Cd Sir Troderisk 
Pollock, and was born in 1821. He was called to the bar at the Inner 
Temple i in Trinity Term, 1843, and _ former! bey Bs on the Northern 


Circuit. He was appointed a master of the Court of Exchequer in 1844, 
and he is now senior master of the Supreme Court. 


Mr. Henry Srattarp, barrister, has been elected a Bencher of the 
Middle Temple. 


Mr. Tuomas Witu1am Marcuant, solicitor (of the firm of Marchant & 
Benwell), of 8, George-yard, Lombard-street, and of Deptford, has been 
elected President of the Kent Law Society for the ensuing year. Mr. 
Marchant was admitted a solicitor in 1858. He is vestry clerk of the 
parish of St. . Paul, Deptford. 


boon sppointed Solictor to the Wellington Permanent Building Society. 
appo citor to the ermanent Bu iet 
Mr. Carrane was admitted a solicitor in 1879. . 


Mr. Georcs Rosz Innes, jun., solicitor (of the firm Rose Innes, Son, & 
Crick), of Billiter-square- one of the under-sheriffs of London 
and Middlesex, has been appointed b — Colonel Kirby, 
Sheriff-Elect, to fill the same office for ensuing year. Mr. Innes is 
the son of Mr. George Rose a coer, He was Zamitted a solicitor 
in 1862. He is a common councilman Ward, and he has 
filled the office of chairman of the City of Le London Commission of Sewers. 


Mr. Water Ranpaut Lome, solicitor (of the firm of Walter A. Lomer 
& Son), of Southampton, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer 
7 ee the Supreme Court of Judicature, Mr. Lomer was admitted in 

Mr. Wa. Necus, Solcitor, of No. 67, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for the State of New York for the Acknow- 

t of Deeds and the taking of Oaths and Affirmations. 





OBITUARY. 


THE HON. EDWARD ROMILLY. 


The Hon. Edward Romilly, one of the masters of the Supreme Court, 
died at Folkestone on the ‘1b inst, Mr. Romilly was the second son of 
the ‘“ Lord Romilly, his mother +5 - been the daughter of the Right 

D.D., Bishop of Chichester, and was bom in 1858. 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Lone Vacation, 1886. 


NOTICE. 

During the Vacation until further Notice :—All applications which may 

uire to be immediately or promptly heard are to be made to the 
Judges who for the time being shall act as Vacation Judges. 

One of the Vacation Judges will sit in the Lord Chancellor’s Court, 
Royal Courts of Justice, at 11 a.m.on Wednesday in every week, com- 
mencing on Wednesday, 18th of August, until further notice, for the 
purpose of hearing such applications of the above nature as, according to 
the practice in the Chancery Division, are usually heard in Court. 

No case will be placed in the — Paper unless leave has been 
 eapmeme, § obtained, or a Certificate of Counsel that the case requires to 

immediately or promptly heard, and stating concisely the reasons, is 
left with the Papers. . 

The necessary Papers relating to every application made to the Vacation 
Judges (see notice as to Judge’s Papers) are to be left with, or addressed 
(under cover marked outside Chancery Vacation Papers) to, the Cause 
Clerk in attendance, Chancery Registrars’ Chambers (Room 136), Royal 
Courts of Justice, before 1 o’Clock on the Monday previous to the day on 
which the application is intended to be made. 

In any case of great urgency the Brief of Counsel is to be sent to the 
Judge by book-post, or parcel, prepaid, accompanied by Office Copies of 
the Affidavits in support of the application, and also by a minute, on a 
separate sheet of paper, signed by Counsel, of the Order he may consider 
the _—- entitled to, and also an envelope, sufficiently stamped, cap- 
able of receiving the papers, addressed as follows :—‘‘ Chancery Official 
Letter: To the istrar in Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, 

al Courts of Justice, London, W.C.” 
applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a Copy of the 
Writ, and a Certificate of Writ issued, must also be sent. 

The Papers sent to the Judge will be returned to the Registrar. 

The address of the judge for the time being acting as Vacation Judge in 
the Chan Division can be obtained on application at the Chancery 
Registrar’s Chambers. 

e Chambers of Mr. Justice Kay will be open on Tuesday, Wednesday, 
Thursday, and Friday in every week, from 11 tol o'clock. One of the 
Vacation Judges will, until further notice, attend at 10.30 a.m. on Wed- 
nesday in every week, commencing on the 18th August, at the above 
Cham (Room No. 297), to dispose of any Summonses which may be 
adjourned to the Judge. 

Jupces’ Papers. 

The following Papers for the Vacation Judge are required to be left 
with the Cause Clerk in attendance at the Royal Courts of Justice (Room 
136), on or before the Monday previous to the day on which the application 
to the Judge is intended to be made :— 
wartan Certificate of Urgency, or Note of Special Leave granted 

e Judge. 

2.—Two Copies of Writ and two Copies of Pleadings (if any), and any 
other documents shewing the nature of the application. 

3.—Two Copies of Notice of Motion. 

4.—Office Copy Affidavits in support with Exhibits, and also the 
Affidavits in answer, if any filed. 

N.B.—Solicitors are requested when the application has been disposed 
of to apply at once to the Judge’s Clerk in Court for the return of their 
Papers. 

iin Weailne te tt Noricz om soem: 

uesday, the 17th August, and on the same day in every succeeding 
week during the Vacation, the Registrar in attendance will see Solicitors 
requiring alterations necessary in orders to be acted on by the Pay- 
master ; but the Order, and any necessary Papers, and a notification of 
the amendment as required by the 27th of the Supreme Court Funds 
Rules, 1884, should be left at his Seat not later than 12 o’clock on the 


previous day. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


The first cases under the Act passed last session, the object of which is 
to enable deserted wives to summon their husbands for maintenance with- 
out the intervention of the Poor Law Guardians, were heard at Longton, 
Staffordshire, on the 19th inst. The prosecuting solicitor descri the 
Act as a most beneficial one, the provisions of which could not be too 
widely known in the interests of married women. Hitherto deserted 
wives had hesitated to take 


“It is seldom,” says the Pall Mali Gazette, ‘that the devices of 
maling: jurymen prove successful. Courts of justice have learned by 
long to brutally trample on conscientions scruples and to 
bravely face the danger of = sitting in their ae vee eee 
are suffering from every species malignant disease at point 
the cunnin, b jurors nyo apne to have Hye to an end. Now, however, a 
new method evading the necessity of trying a case been practised 
with some effect. At one of the assizes on Welnseles, an individual 


officials shouted ‘ Order,’ and ‘Hats off,’ but no notice was taken. 
Then the man with the covered head was personally requested by the 
clerk to remove his obnoxious garment, and on his refusal he was laid 
hold of by two warders and escorted to the door. He did not appear to 
feel the disgrace, and as he left the building he presented his ejectors 
with a document which turned out to be a summons to serve on a jury. 
The trick was clever and original, but it will scarcely bear repetition.’’ 


At the Clerkenwell Police-court, on the 15th inst., says the Times, Edward 
Crammond, of 15, Adelaide-road, Shepherd’s-bush, was summoned by the 

ae a men Law Society for —_ “woe: represented himself to one 

Joseph Cannon to bea solicitor. Mr. C. O. Humphreys, solicitor, pro- 

secuted. He said the proceedings had been instituted by the society in 

consequence of their having received information that the defendant had 

been acting as a solicitor at a time when he was not duly qualified, he not 

then having a certificate. The facts of the case were, Mr. Humphreys 

said, that, in August last year, the defendant was introduced to the com- 

plainant as a solicitor and signed an ment with him to conduct a 

divorce case in the High Court between on and his wife. He under- 

took to procure counsel and see the cause through for the sum of £15, to 

be paid in three instalments at various stages of the proceedings. On the 
25th of August, however, the = peaemge was varied, and the fees were 
raised to £20, the whole of which was paid over by the complainant, who 
had the defendant’s receipts for the money. On the Ist of June this 
year—the date to which the summons referred—the complainant met the 
defendant, who said he required £4 more for legal expenses. This 
demand raised doubts on the part of the complainant as to the pro- 
fessional qualification of the defendant, and he communicated with the 
Law Society. The complairant, Joseph Cannon, a builder, of Bucking- 
ham-street, King’s-cross, was called, and stated that a man named Clark 
introduced the defendant to him as a solicitor, and the defendant repre- 
sented himself to him as a practising solicitor. Witness said to him, 
‘*T suppose you are a solicitor in practice; have you ever had these cases 
in hand?’’ and the defendant replied, ‘‘ Yes, I have had several.’’ Clark, 
who introduced the defendant to the complainant, was called, and said he 
understood at the time (August last) that the defendant, whom he had 
known for four years, was a fully qualified solicitor, and he believed so 
from what the defendant himself had told him. The defendant promised 
him money at the time of the introduction. The defendant denied that 
he represented himself to be a solicitor. Mr. Humphreys read a number 
of letters which had between the parties, which, he said, shewed 
beyond doubt that the defendant set Limself up as a solicitor and did 
work which could only be done by a qualified man. The defendant had 
been on the rolls, but ceased to take out a certificate in June, 1880 ; but, 
under an order of the Master of the Rolls, he believed a certificate was 
taken out by the defendant after the summons was served. Mr. Barstow 
said he believed that the defendant had, both directly and indirectly, 
acted as a solicitor when not eligible, and had received money for doing 
the work of a solicitor. The facts had been clearly proved ; and the case 
was a very grossone. He ordered the defendant to pay a fine of £10 and 
£2 4s. costs; in default of distress, one month’s imprisonment. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rora OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date, APPEAL COURT APPEAL COURT vy. ¢. Bacon, Mr. Justice 
Mon., July 26 Mr. Koe Mr. Leach Mr. Pemberton Mr. Lavie 
Tuesday oe Clowes Beal Ward Pugh 
Wednesdy. 28 Tackson Leach Pemberton Lavie 
Thursday .. 29 Carrington Beal Ward Pugh 
Friday ...... 30 Pugh Leach Pemberton Lavie 
Saturday .. 31 Lavie Beal Ward Pugh 

Mr. Justice 







Mr. Justice 
N S 

















COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES, * 





Baron LIEsBIG’s Cocoa AND CHOCOLATE WoRKS, LIMITED.—By an order made by 
North, J., dated June 26, it was ordered that the works be wound up. Mu* 
grave, m st, solicitor for the petitioner 

BLUMBERG AND COMPANY, LimITED.— Kay, J., has fixed July 27 at 12, at his 
chambers, for the appointment of an official uidator 

CHARLES 8S, CAMPBELL AND Co., Limirep.— on for winding up, presented 
July 14, directed to be heard before Chitty, J,, on Saturday, July 24, Foss and 

Abchurch lane, solicitors for the petitioner 
FRODSHAM AND .—Ohitty, J., has, by an order dated 
PGemvame LowrTep. aus JL tt tee 
Ww are on or before 
names and addresses, and the ula 


particulars of their debts or 
, 8, Loth a Nov 2 at 11 
Fado ien tae Boba a can” wma tr 
(Gazette, July 16.) 


G. E 


S 


July 9, 
OLIVER A 
send 
Rod 
and 


Fs 





= 





swaggered into court and took a seat without removing his hat. The : 
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WATERSPBAY AL VENTILATING CoMPANY, Luaitep.—By an 
y= Kay, a ora ‘uly, 10, it was ordered that the company be 
wound up. a *: pee mt, Ps8 thbury, solicitors for the petitioner 
BURN AND mt tion for winding up, presented J 17, 
directed tobe heard before Bacon, V.C., on Saturday, July 31. Janson Co, 
circus, solicitors for the petitioner 


cy F names and ty 
send their names and’ x and the parti 
to William Turquand, 44, Coleman st. Thursday, Nov 4 hs : 
ted for hearing and “4 ae upon the debts and claims 
READ, BROOKS, AND COMPANY, LIMITED an order made by Chitty, J., dated 
July 3, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Behrend, Bucklersbury, 
solicitor for the petitioner 
[ Gazette, July 20.) 


CounTy PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Mruyrow CO-OPERATIVE SPINNING AND MANUFACTURING CO; , LIMITED.— 
Petition for winding up, ppp aul uly 19, directed to be heard before Bristowe, 
10. at Bt George” s ny erpe oa Aug 3 at 10.30. Stenixiag ant 
or, ie, 80 rs for the oner 
_— , - [ Gasette, July 20.) 











CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


acacia 3 a. 22 & 23 VICT. CAP 36. 
T DAY OF CLAIM 
BaBINGTON, STEPHEN eum ets at, Cavendish‘ sqtEsq. Septi. Walker 
and Co, Theobald’s rd 
BIsHOP, BENJAMIN, Birmingham, Brassfounder. Aug 7. Smith and Co, Bir- 
ona ham 


, ALFONSE ALFRED AMBROSE, Beatrice rd, Stroud Green, Wine 
ea ‘Bept 11. Aston, Gresham House, Old Broad st 
Dezarqeom, HANNAH SINCLAIR, St Leonard’s on Sea. Aug 20. Hyde and Co, 
El 
Epwakps JouN, jun, Croydon, Surrey, Gent. Aug 23. Rowland, Cro 
Boer. i Wolverhampton, Lock Manufacturer. Sept 30. 
olverhampto: 
Finn RICHARD, Worthing, Shoemaker. Aug 31!. Holmes, Worthing 
a . AUGUSTUS WIItIAM, Radnor st, Chelsea. Aug 10. Webb and Co, 
Queen Victoria st 
, ELIZABETH MIUBANK, Penge, Surrey. July 31. Tarn, Philpot lane, 
Fenchurch st 
Cpe, Frances MARGARET, Calne, Wilts. Aug 10. Gabriel, Lincoln’s inn 


Care, Rev ALFRED, Southsea, Hants. Sept 1. Binsteed and Prior, Ports- 
mow 

GOWLAND, ROBERT, Ogleforth, York, Gent. Sept 13. Dent, Yor! 

— RD, — yy JOHN, Bishopsgate st Within, Wine Merchant, Aug 21. May, 
— JAMES, Wolverhampton, Gent. Aug2. Manby ona Son, Wolver- 


oa 

JOsLIN, JAMES, Brandenburgh rd, Gunnersbury, Pawnbroker. Sept 29. Hamlin 
and osu, ‘Staple inn, Holborn p 

a, "STEFANO Paavo, Fenchurch st, Shipbroker. Aug 7. Greening, Fen- 


st 

NoLLOTH, HARRIETT CHANNING, Belsize rd, South Hampstead. Aug 30, Smith 
ade Co, Aldermanbury 

Pa N, ISABELLA, by ewceastle upon Tyne, Provision Dealer. Aug 18. Stewart, 


Newcastle upon 
CE, EDWARD, mehouse causewa: fo, Ginaer Beer Manufacturer. Aug 11. 
Howard and Shatter Tower chbrs, rgate 
PRITCHARD, J ANE, Shrewsbury, Salop. ug 2. Morris and Sons, Shrewsbury 
RICHARDSON, CLARA MIRIAM, St Lopate std South, Bromley. Aug 9. Marsh, 
~— YY Fenchurch st 
Witu1aM, Highbury Grange, Islington, Gent. Aug 20. Price 
a 1800 Walbrook 
TELFER, JAMES SOMERVILLE, Harley rd, Esq. = 6. mene Bishopsgate 
Tenby 


ILLIAM, Sheffield, Gent. Septi. Fretson A Sheffield 
TURNER, 1HOMAS, upper Park pl, Dorset sq, Corn Merchant. Aug 30. Smith 
and Co, Alderman 
pamen, © HENRY, Marham, Norfolk, Esq. Aug7. Arnold White, Great Marl- 
rough 
WALLORs, Coun, Codsall, Stafford. Sept 30. Colebourn, Wolverhampton 
WERDEN, WILLIAM, Stratton st, Piccadilly. Aug 11. Howard and Shelton, 
Tower chbrs, Moorgate 
EITAKER, My Mary ANN, Ramsbottom, Lancaster. Sept 1. Woodcock and 
ps, Haslingden 
Le = JOHN, Redlands, nr Reading, Esq. Aug 14. Earle, and Co, Man- 


ester 
™ — Tooting, Surrey, Esq. Sept1. Saxton and Morgan, Somerset st, 


[ Gazette, July 9.) 

Fig Jvutia EvizaBeTH, Warwick st, Pimlico. Aug 19. Truefitt and 
Gane, Bishopsgate st Within 

BATEMAN, JOHN JOSEPH, Birmingham, Auctioneer. Aug 9. Saunders and 
Bradbury, Birmingham 

Bourn, Janes, Vale of Health, Ham mpstead, Gent. Augi3. Gibbs, Bath 

BrocuNer, THEODO: Sutton, York, Esq. Aug 2i. Holden and Co, Hull 

BROOKE, JAMES, to , Butcher. Sept i. Walter Harland, 

Baooxs, oe Oldham, Lancaster, LT 4 July 21. Bradbury, Ashton 

er Lyne 

Bryant, Axw, Yatton, Somerset. Aug 10. Chapman, Weston super Mare 

BURMAN, WILLIAM JOHNSON, Barton upon Humber, Lincoln, Maltster’s Manager. 
Sept 8.’ Mason, Barton upon Humber 

Cook, Frances, Oriental st, East India rd. Aug 23. Monckton and Co, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Courtenay, ELizaBETH LEFROY, Worthing, Sussex. Aug 10. Law and Co, 
aw Lincoln’s inn 

pava, ILLIAM, Rowley Re; a, | Stafford Gent. | Aug 9. ppavies, Dudley 

UMBRILL, JOHN NEVILLE, tbourne, Gent. Aug 26 

Duweraa.” 'WiLtiAM HiL.iarD, Henrietta st, Cavendish sq, maf oy Aug 20. 
Dunster and Chap man, Henrietta st, Cavendish sq 

Gipzons, ROBERT, ewington causeway, Gent. Sept 10. Mee, Gt Winchester 


st, Old Broad a 
ay BU PtaGort. Aug9. Watts and Jobson, Dudley 
ell 8 + b> st, Coffee house Keeper. Aug 15. 
leet st 


a 


ard 
auurchyard THomaS. Tenby, os tm Grocer. 
TRoTH, W. 


duddefafeld Weston super Mare, Gent. Aug 9. seaniae and Co, Old 


Fess, Greenwich, % t, Esq. 0. N 
House, ’ x, Gre komt, sq. Augi0. Williamsand James, N orfolk 


5 





LAWRENCE, MarTHa, Newby pl, Poplar. Aug 10. y= Paternoster row 
Lewis, TIMOTHY ee » it 30, 
and = Southampton, Esq. Sep 


Manta Dow 7 Af St Helens, Isle of Wight. Sept 10. 


e, Ry 
AN, ARTHUR, Pont; ae ey Solicitor. Aug 17. Magy Pontypool 
MomaY. Joun, Barton 4 many? oe ber, Sargon, Aug ag Morley, Cheapsi ou 
NorFo: Most Noble AuGusTa “Many MINN. ‘4 CATHERINE, Duchess Dowager of, 
Uckfield, Sussex. Aug 31. Few and rags Susvey st, Strand 


Prvz, JOHN, Maidstone. Aug 10. 
MOPLEY, Tanea, Aston juxta $eminpben July 31. Ansell and Ashford, 
Srarpana, BENJAMIN, ws Suffolk, Gent. Sept1. Moor, Woodbridge 

WEBB, WILLIAM L1ioyp, Birmingham, Gent. Cine ¢. Henry Barber, Bir- 
Vee S GEORGE, bint vr Buxton, Derby, Yeoman. Aug 1. Taylor and 


, Buxton 
[ Gazette, July 13.) 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


USFIELD, at the Mart, at 2 £3 pm] Freehold 
ea ae week, p. 3). 
—— t, at 2 p.m., Re- 


week, 
t the Mart. it 2 » Freeh i 
on a ee 7 t, a p.m. old Properties (see 








MARRIAGE. 
SALVESON—TRAYNER. , at Edinb: oe 
advocate, Tainberah, t to Isabelle Georgine 
one of the Senators of the College of Justice. 


ard Theodore Salveson, 
ell, daughter of Lord Trayner, 








FEE, Two GUINEAS, for a sanitary inspection and report on a London dw: 
house. Coun 8 by arrangement. The Sanitary Engineering A - 
lation “County 11d, 1ib, Victoria-strest, Westmirster. free [ADVE ie 

yuan 6 N NormMAN & Sracey’s HreE PURCHASE 
1, 2, 0 yy AS firms. Offices, 79, Queen Victoria-street, .0: 
Branches at 121, Pall Mall, S.W., and 9, Liverpool-street, E.C.— 








LONDON 


THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883, 
Frimay, July 16, 1886, 
DEES. 

Athasien, Aum,  Meaxgunet Caldwell. James Atherton, Sarah Ann Morant, J: h 
therton, and George Atherton, Horwich, Lancashire, Cotton Spinnees 

= Pet. July 13. we © J 13. Exam Aug 16 at 11 
Barwick, William, Cam ll 


berwe!l Camberw: Master. 
June 98, Ord July 13. Baoee Ang 4 ot 1159 96 90, {Anocta's inn Det 
Brayley, Edward, Lansdown House, nr Bath, Breeder. Bath. Pot Fane 20. Ord 
pully 13, Exam Aug 5 at 11.30 ra. J ra, U; Hol alias 
rowa. illiam Thomas, Langdon unction loway, 
High Court. Pet July 12, Ord July 12. Exam Ang 90 at 11 at i, Lincoln's 


inn fields 
ones, nT Grantham, Hatter. Nottingham. Pet July i2. Ord July 
Clarke, i Eat Barton cn, on Trent, Paioter. Burton on Trent. Pet July 13. Ord 
sack Windmill st, St James’s, Wine Merchant. h Court. 

Pet July ‘2. Oni July 12. Exam Aug 20 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fiel: 
Dyson, John Edwin, East Ardsley, Yorks, Druggist. Wakefield. Pet July 14. 


weet r Lianelian, Denbighshire, F Bangor. Pet J 
van: 2 ‘armer. t 
” t 2 at it at the Court house, Bangor captor 


row = 8 cree eaproy annie Pet J 
Sa Fuly Bram Aug 4 " wou. 
Order made under 


tection 108. Ord J 10. Saye at at Sh Soackn'e nee nae 
See: mn. Aig 20a i beet Pet July8. Ord 


aig 
ee, thier. Liverpool. Pet 12%. Ord July 12. 
Exam July 2 at 11 at Court house, Government it bl i A ictoria st, Li ~~ A 
Hines, yeaay, Blackpool, Goods Dealer. Preston. t July 5. "Ord July 12. 
Hooper, Charles, Ashton under Ashton der L; 
ne Pig ret a June 29. Ord July ts,” Exam Exam Aug i nme —_- 
hes, Herbert Mainwaring ~ 1 1a High Court. 
May}. Ord ony S. Exam Aug 20 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln's inn fields mm 
Jackson, Jo. t. Pet June 19. Ord 
Jul Exam July 26 at 12 at Court house, Government vides, ‘Victoria st, 


Yaar, Gow organshire, Grocer. Cardiff. Pet 
Cardiff, Grocers. Cardiff. Pet July 
Kirby John, W hurst F Acton, Builder. Brentford. Pet July 13. Ord 
Kruger, Simon Da Bootle, Lancashire, Ph Liverpool. 
13. Ord iy, David, Bootle July 26 at 12 at Court cana, Government piles, Ve. 
Loving, 


GAZETTES. 








Seqthaene, Grocer’s Manager. Portsmouth. Pet July 9. 


cram ay % Dovell, Radstock. Somerset, 
. mus Proprietor, 
Frome. Pet July 10. Ord July 12. Exam July 97 at 12 
Miller, Matthew, Mancheoe Donminn tee Manchester. Pet June 22. 
Ord July 9. Exam Aug 6 at 2 

Designer. Sheffield. Pet July 13. Ord July 13. Exam 


iy 4s at >. - 
boyy rey 14. re Re r haat 
el Exam Augéat2 , b TOES, ae 
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asia create, oe 
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ce, Char) Caledonian rd, Islington, Provision Merchant. igh Court. 
et May 3. July 10. Exam Aug 20 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fiel 

Robotham, ‘inizabeth, Welvesnematin, Boot Dealer. Wolverhampton. Pet July 


13. Ord July 13, Exam July 27 
Ont Fait is John n, Rottord, N oO. mone Innkeeper. Lincoln. Pet July 12. 
ir 12. 27 at 
Saunders, 3. Es New Sleaford. ee Coachmaker. Boston. Pet July 
12, Ord July 12. Exam Aug 5 at 
Scott, James, Workington, Ce unberland, Innkeeper. Cockermouth and Work- 
panne a Pet June 29. Ord July 12. Exam July 29 at 11 at Court house, Cock- 


er Wiliam, Wolvertiampton, Grocer. Wolverhampton. Pet July 12. Ord 
. Mary —_, irstal, Yorks, Widow. Dewsbury. Pet June 29. Ord July 


tus, *Blaenilechan, ee Butcher. Pontypridd. Pet 
June Ord J uly 12. Exam Aug 3 
7? Josiah, Na Nottingham, Electrician. oN ottingham. Pet July 13. Ord July 13. 
xam 
Van toy Gerhard Hermanp, and Ernst An a Niem: mere. Christchurch rd, 
Streatham, Merchants. High Court. Pet July 138. Ord July 13. Exam Aug 
20 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Vaughon Brothers, Sheffield, Charcoal Manufacturers. Sheffield. Pet July 10. 
July 12. Exam July 29 "at 11.30 
Viret, a Sydney, gt Castle st; Regent st, no_occupation. Ee oun. 
Pet J Ord J y 12 Exam Aug 20 at 11 at 34, Linco ’s inn fi 
Views, aay Steaphens, Falmouth, Draper. Truro. Pet July 12. Ord July 12. 


xam Aug 7 at 11.30 
Welsh, Je Catherive st, Strand, Printer. ved Court. Pet July 9. Ord 
wr - Exam Aug 13 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 


halley. J -_* Skelmersdale, Lancashire, Farmer. Liverpool. Pet July 12, 

“Ora Fal ly 12. Exam J uly 26 at 11 at Court house, Government bldgs, Victoria 
8 ve 

Wilson pi nol Manchester, Fire Brick Manufacturer. eam. Pet July 12. 
Ord July 12. "Exam July 27 at 11.30 at Court house, Blackburn 

Winspear, Robert Garbutt, Knayton, nr Thirsk, _—. Farm Labourer. North- 
allerton. Pet Te. 10. Ord July 12. Exam July 19 

Wright, Alfred, gam July Dealer in Pigs. Wolverhampton. Pet July 13. 
Ord July 13. ‘Exam Jul ly 27 


TRST MEETINGS. 
Bee. ’ mae Nantwich, Cheshine vMilliner. Aug 4at10. 152, Hospital st, Nant- 


m... Edward, Lansdown House, nr Bath, Breeder. Aug 5 at 11. R H Moore, 
High , County Court, Bath 
Carmalt, Carleton, yl, Flintshire, Plumber. July 23at 1. Star Cocoa House, 


Clarke, » Shomes, 1 Breton on Trent, Painter. July 26 at 2.30. White Hart Hotel, 


Cufte, Maurice Sherard Oscar, Leamington rd villas, Westbourne pk, Stock- 
broker. July 27 at 11. 38, Carey st, Lincol’ sinn 
— —— few eo Worthing, Greengrocer. July 26 at 12. Official Receiver, 39, 
cnd 8 
Ey: ns John een Llanelian, Denbighshire, Farmer. July 23 at 3.30. Junction 
Hotel, Llandudno Junction 
Fey, William, East Stonehouse, Devon, Draper. July 27 at 11. Official Receiver, 
18, Frankfort st, Plymouth 
~~ » Joseph, Fareham, Hants, Coal Merchant. July 26 at 3. 166, Queen st, 


Haigh, Benjamin, Burnley, Weaver. July 26 at 2.30. Official Receiver, 33, 
Carey - Lincoln’s inn 
= on, Liverpool, Clothier. July 27 at2. Official Receiver, 35, Victoria 
8 verpool 
Hickey, Andrew, Birkenhead, Mineral Water Manufacturer. July 90 at 2. Offi- 
cial ver, 48, Hamilton sq, Birkenhead 
Hines, Fanny, Blackpool, Fancy Goods Dealer. July 28 at 9.90, Official Re- 
ceiver, O ’s chbrs, Bridge st, Mancheste 
Hooper, les, Ashton under L; a, Grocer. July 28 at 2. Official Receiver, 
Townhall chbrs, Ashton under 
Kemp, Witten William, West spsbening. S oss Yorks, Locomotive Foreman. July 23 at 11.30, 
Receiver, 74. ae & ‘borough 
i Max Char! les, Cheetham, anchester, Commission Agen. July 28 at 11.30. 
Official a my Ogden’s chbrs Bridge st, Mancheste 
a ng, by East Bouthsea, Hants, Grocer’s Manager. July 26 at 4, 166, 
ueen st, Portsea 
— ne . John Dovell, Radstock, Somerset, Machine Proprietor. Jul; 
Official Receiver, Bank chbrs, Bristol ’ 
Nietiolls Jonathan, » Chapel st, Park lane, Butler. July 23 at 12. 33, Carey at, 


— Wilson James, Newcastle on Tyne, Corn Dealer. July 28 at 11. Official 
ceiver, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 
Pannell, Elizabeth, Manchester, Dressmaker. July 27 at 3. Official Receiver, 
0; en's chbrs, Brid ge st, Manch 
Pickthall, William, Preston Patrick, Westmorland, Farmer. July 24at10, Offi- 
cial Receiver, 37, ‘Stramongate, te, Kendal 
ce, , Brockh op, Grecer. Aug 16 at 11. Law Society, Talbot 
chbrs, Shrewsbury 
Robotham, Elizabeth, Wolverhampton, Boot Dealer. July 27 at 10. Official Re- 
ceiver, St Peter’s close, Wolverh ampton 
ss Jane, Dewsbury, Yorks, Widow. July 23 at 3. Official Receiver, Bank 


She: don, W: Wolverhampton, Grocer. July 27 at 11. Official Receiver, St 
Peter’s close, Wolverhampton 

Solomon, Percy . West Bromwich, Staffordshire, Fancy Draper. July 26 at 
10.20. Court house, Ol dbury 

Thomas, Erastus, Blsenllechan, Glamorganshire, Butcher. July 26 at 12. Offi- 
cial Receiver, Merthyr Tydfil 

Will gms, Evan, Aberdare, Grocer. July 23 at 12. Official Receiver, Merthyr 


Wi =, Joma, Monchemee Firebrick \ Jicentortnsee. July 26 at 3.30. Official 
Revel ver. Ogden’s ch , Bri ridge st, Manchester 

Wi ar, Robert Garba tt. Kna: azn, nr r Thirsk, Yorks, Farm Labourer. July 
23 a a *Strickland’s Railway Hotel, Thirsk Junction 
em } Newport, Mon, Grocer. July 24 at 11. Official Receiver, 


New 
Wolters, ng Lucien, Tower Ropal, Commission Agent. July 28 at 11. 
Pre! ge, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 
Wright, Alfred. Sedgley, Staffordshire, Dealer in Pigs. July 27 at 12. Official 
Receiver, St Peter’s close, 1} olverhempton 
The following amended notice is rly for that published in 


the London —. of 
oseph George, and oe SS + tien. Worcestershire, 
a poe 3 Hote 


wGab be roprietors. July 24 at 11.30. 1, Du 
ollowing amended notice toot re ae bo oe published in the 
London Gazette of 
Robinson, George William, West ot Blatfordsbire, out of business, 
July 26 at 10.45. Court house, Oldbury 


pitzvnscazsone, 
Apres William, St Albans, Herts; Builder. St Albans. Pet June 15. Ord 





Bayes, Joseph Freeman, Lowestoft, Watchmaker. Gt Yarmouth. Pet Jung 


July 14 
Bole, P poneee Griffin, Union grove, Clapham, Gent. Wandsworth. PetMays, 
Bird, Buna, Nantwich, Cheshiré, Milliner. Nantwich and Crewe. Pet July 9, 


4 
Brooks ces, King’s Lynn, Dealer in Fancy Goods. King’s Lynn. Pet July 


Ord J uly 18 12 
mas. Newonsue on Tyne, Insurance Agent. Newcastle on Tyne, 
Burrows, J toy, Grocer. Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough. Pet 


June 23. Jul; 
rmalt, Carleton by, Flint, Plu Plumber. Bangor. Pet July 8. Ord July i2 
— ’ Ord and W ib, Ossett, Yorks, Engineers. Dewsbury. Pet 
Davies, Joh Rees, Enysbwl, nr Pontypridd, no occupation. Pontypridd. Pet 
July 6. Ord Jul 


Downes, John, ham, Engineer. Birmingham. Pet June 16. Ord 
Durant, George, and Elliott poxter Hedley, Boston, Lincolnshire, Auctioneers, 
Boston, Peta hora. Ord July 
Foreman, Thomas Henrys? Tonbuidge, Kent, Cattle Salesman. Tcnbridge Wells, 
ia oe Vode x tak, Coal Merchant. Portsmouth. Pet June 3, 
Quemnwene Richard, Birstall, Yorks, Contractor. Bradford. Pet July 8. Ord 
came Griffith, Carmarthen, Farmer. Aberystwith. Pet June 3. Ord 
Jones, Elizabeth Jane, and Alice Richards, Cardiff, Grocers. Cardiff. Pet July 
Jones." W iliizm. Lianwnda, pena ae Farmer. Bangor. Pet June 25, 
at William er Addiscombe rd, Croydon, Ironmonger, 


yy By Pet May 11. Ord Tay noe 
, Max Ct ester, Commission Agent. Salford. Pet 
w uly 9. Ord July 13 
John, East Southsea, Grocer’s Manager. Portsmouth. Pet July 9, 


Loan uly 10 
Lumb, David Henry, Dewsbury, Yorks, Joiner. Dewsbury. Pet June 28. Ord 


July 18 
Mora, Abraham, Westgate, Bradford, Grocer. Bradford. Pet July 8. Ord 


14 
—, Elizabeth, Manchester, Dressmaker. Manchester. Pet July 13. Ord 
Phippen, Alexander Thomas, Bradford, Yorks, Grocer. Bradford. Pet June 28, 


14 
Pome, = Suen , High st, Peckham, Cab Proprietor. High Court. Pet May 4, 
1 
James, jun, Liverpool, Boot Dealer. Liverpool. Pet June 26, 


Reber. A, falter, Barnes Common, Wharfinger. High Court. Pet June 1, 
wl 
dendemon, John, Retford. Notts, Jonkeoper. Lincoln. Pet July 12. Ord July 12 
aeommson, George Carter, Exeter, Tailor, Exeter. Pet June 28. Ord J uly 13 
rr | ike Sy ps Wikecamne ‘st Within, Merchant. High Court. Pet 
uw 
a0 lass, Ds Smithfield, Cattle Salesman. Newcastle onTyne. PetJune 22, 


mtg: Robert, Sparkbrook, Birmingham, Barman. Birmingham. Pet July 


8. Ord ouly 38 
Thomas as, tus, Blaenllechan, Glam, Butcher. Pontypridd. Pet June 28, 
Ustoriimmoge, Hubert Paul Vos, Liverpool, Wine Merchant. Liverpool. Pet 
June 21 
Vaneben, “Pet Fe an and Charles + we Vaughan, Sheffield, Charcoal Makers. 
‘ioe 


Al 
oat 
& 
re 








Sheffield. 10. are Jul 
Viret, Edward Sy Oustle 8 st, Regent st, no occupation. High Court, 
Pet July 12. Ona July 13 12 
Waenouss, Samuei, and John Shackleton Wainhouse, Bradford, Commission 
gents. Bradford. Pet une 36. Ord July 14 


Whalley James, Skelmersdale, Lancs, Farmer. Liverpool. Pet July 12, Ord 
Winspear, Kna a ne Saneee, Tesi, Farm Labourer. North 

won eee daly 10. pata 
fred, Wolverhampton, Dealer in Pigs. Wolverhampton. PetJuly 13. 


TuESDAY, July 20, 1886, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


a. et, emp hey > oe Nurseryman. Wrexham, Pet Juneié6. Ord 
Ashley, Henry George Nottin ham, out of business. Nottingham. 
ae 17. Ord Jay gy o nN rt, M Pot July “4 ond 
anwell, 9 ‘ontywain, Mon., que ew) on. e 
July 15. Exam July 29 at 11 o 
Baswitz, Hermann, chester avenue, Aldersgate st, Mantle Manufacturer. 
High Court. Pet fd 16. Ord July16. Exam Aug 27 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s 


inn fields 
Bennell, Edmund, uckinghamshire. » Farmer. Seew. Pet July 


16. Ora J ce reg 4 at 11.30 at Count 
ad tram Aug a 11 Candids. Apiestur jen 15. Ord July 


Bevan, Rowland Ironmonger. 
15. Exam aie 10 =r} 2° 

Braybrooke, James, Manchester, Merchant. Manchester. Pet June 30. Ord 
| 17. come As Aug 4 at 12 

Butterworth, Lancashire, Stonemason. Bolton. Pet July 15. 


Edmund, Radcliffe, 
joradaly 15. ony | 16 at 11.30 
William, W: Favell, Northamptonshire, Blacksmith. Northampton. 
Bet July = word y aly 1D j 
Daross, ter W lian lam, Manchester, Tailor. Manchester. Pet July 15. Ord July 
ug 6 a 


Edwards, Edwin Thomas, Broadway, Hammersmith, Wine Merchant. High 
cows Pet June 21. Ord July 17, Exam —_ 27 at 12 at 34, Linccin’s inn 


elds 
Firth, Seth, Leeds, Grocer. Leeds. PetJuly15. Ord July 15. Exam Aug 10 
Fr Sy Pa + amend Licensed Victualler. Swansea. Pet July 17. Ord July1’. 


xam Aug 18 
Arthur, Clapham rd, Stationer. h Court. Pet July 15. Ord 
July 15. Exam Aug 27 at 11 at 34, Lincoln's ina foide i 


Henderson, J: Conimercial rd East, Ironmo +. a8 h Court. Pet July 16. 
Ord July 16. ‘hug a7 at 11.80 a 80 inn flelds 
Hooker, John Fencharch st, Ar chitect. bh Court. Pet July 16. 
Ord J . Exam A at 11.90 at 34, Lincoln's inn elds 
ohn, O. Oldham. PetJuly 15. Ord July 15, Exam 


Beer Manufacturer, Oldham. Pet 
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paces, Pharteon upon Medlock. Manchester. Pet June 25. Ord 
hank Longridee, nr Preston, Provision Dealer. Preston. Pet 
ie lon Be aye _— , Beerhouse Keeper. Dudley. Pet July 
fo rdshire, Blacksmith. Bedford. Pet July 16. 
e, Fancy Draper. High Count. Pet July 17. Ord 

g Exam Aug 2% at 11.80 at 94, Lincoln’s inn field 
. Pet Mar 11. Ord July 15. 


+ residence unknown. High UVourt. 

27 at 11 at 34, Lincoln's. inn fields 

Sharpe, W — ge ' bg West Drayton, Clerk in Holy Orders. Wind- 

‘pot June 90, July 16. Exam Aug 14 at 12 

Sater, i Wines am, Oe and George Henry ow pantte, Furniture Dealers. 
Cardiff. Pet July 15. OrdJuly 15. Exam Aug 

Standley, Jo —, Derby, Provision Merchant. 3 ody ot July 17. Ord July 17. 
Exam A 


any Pet July 6. Ord July 16. 


Sutherland, William, Swansea, Draper. Swansea. 
Exam Aug 18 
ker, Joseph, Aughton, nr Ormskirk. Fishmonger. Liverpool. Pet hae he 17. 
bs Ord Jul iy "Exam Aug 5 at 12 at Court house, Government bldgs, Victoria 
t, ore 00 
si Liverpool, aoway rd, Building Materiel Dealer. High Court. Pet July 
uly 1, Exam 


Waly (7. Exam 


= Ord J Aug 27 at 1b veo Lincoln’s inn ffelds 
Henry Bo yy Ry + Builder. Bridgwater. Pet July 17. 
Ord July 17. Exam July 29 at 11.30. 
Ward, Walter, Winchester, Pianoforte Tuner. Winchester. Pet J uly 16. Ord 
July 16. Exam Aug 25 at 10 
Watkins, J =, Lyndhurst gr, Camberwell, Builder. pam Court. Pet July 15. 
Ord July 15. Exam Aug 27 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fi 
Way, George,, Bournemouth, Black: smith, Poole. Pet July 16. Ord July 16. 
Aug 25 at 12.30 at Townhall, P: 
Webb, Hdward, Fulham rd, West Picnpeek: Butcher. High Court. Pet July 
16, OrdJuly 16. Exam Aug 27 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Whi enry, Castile st, Falcon sq, Commission Agent, High | Court. Pet 
July 17. Ord July 17. Exam Aug 27 at 12 at te Lincoln’ as inn fields 
Wilcoxon, gS ae | causeway, Comm aveller. High Court. 
Pet July 16, July 16. Exam Aug 27 at 11. 30 at 84, aaa inn fields 
Rese July 16 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 
Pocock, George Pearce, Ramsgate. Canterbury. Ord May 21. 


First MEETINGS. 


Atherton, Ann. : Seaneapes Caldwell, James = yp Sarah Anne Morant, 
Joseph ‘Atherton, and George Athe m, Horwich, Lancashire, Cotton Spin- 
ners, J uly 29 at 11. 16, Wood st, Bolton 

Banwell, Edwin, Pontywaur, Mon, Grocer. July 29 at12. Official Receiver, 12, 
Tredegar pl, Ne ewport, Mon 

Bridgwater, Edmund Lambert Whele, West Bromwich, Staffordshire, Chemist. 
Aug 3ati1i. Court house, Opary 

Butterworth, Edmund, Radcliffe, Lancashire, Stonemason. July 28 at 11.30. 
16, Wood st, Bolton 

Chambers, Thomas, Grantham, Lincolnshire, Hatter. July 28 at 12. Official Re- 


mag 1 h pavement, Notting 
Clark, Wi il thins, Brom miley, Builder. July 27 at 3. Official Receiver, 109, Victoria 
Cordon, Gilbert ottingham, Plumber. July 27 at 11. Official Receiver, 1, High 
pavement, Nottingha: 
Daross, Peter William, "Manches ester, Ladies’ caution, July 30 at 3. Official Re- 
ceiver, Caters 8 chbrs, Bridge st, Manches' 
, Thomas Oldacres, Gresham s t Solicitor. July 29 at 2.30. Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn felas 
Dyson, John Edwin, East Ardsley, Yorks, D: it. July 28 at 1. Official Re- 
ceiver, sourhgate chbrs, Southgate, Waketiel 
Grocer. July 29at1i. Official Receiver, St Andrew’s chbrs, 
22, Park row, Leeds 
a vail ames, & waned Licensed Victualler. July 81 at 11. Official Receiver, 6, 
ui 
Gascoine, George, Nottin: 1 Printer. June 27 at 12. Official Receiver, 1, 
High pavement, Notting’ 
Greenwood, Richard, Birstall, Yorks, Contractor. July 28 at 11. Official Re- 
Paar mg 1, Manor row, Bradto: 
Crmnay, 5 homes, Broc % Brocsieg, Kent, Builder. July 28 at 8, Official Receiver, 109, 
ie st 
Guy, Da David, » Cardiff, f Tue | Boat Owner. July 29 at 12. Official Receiver, 3, Crock- 
erbtown 
es, William 8: Stokenchurch, Oxfordshire, Painter. July 31 at 11.30: Offi- 
cial Bpcziver, 1, St Aldates, Oxtor 
Howard, J John Gidham, Grocer. July 29 at . Official Receiver, Prioty chbrs, 
on st, 
oe canes, Lanchester, Durham, Innkeeper. July 27 at 12.45. Three Tans 
ur! 
Hunt, John Rider, St Paul’s rd, Bow common, Builder. July 29 at 11. Bank- 
muptcy 7 Didgs, Formos st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Kendrick, Samuel, , Commission Agent. July 28at11. Official Receiver, 
8, Ne Cardiff 
n, Sutcliffe, Bacup, Lancashire, Ginger Beer Manufacturer. July 90 at 3.30. 
Mechanics’ Iostitution, rd, Ker 
Pamment, Philip, Deptford, nt, Grain Contractor. July 30 at 8. Official Re- 
edven, 109, Victoria st, Westminster 
Parkes, Sibi jun, Oldbury, Woetscstekshire, Publican. Aug 3 at 10.30. Court 
artridge ge, H Sedgley, Staffordshire, Beerhouse Keeper. July 90 at 10.90 
Onion cary, God ey or rhouse pe y 30a 
novell, Augustus, Whitehall, Clerk. July 29 at 11. 38, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Pridden, John, "Beds , Bedfordshire, Blacksmith. July 28 ati1. 8, St Paul’s 
pale vk. Th Thornton Higath, Builder. July 28 at 12. Official Re- 
Westmins 
derson,wJ MA Retford, Notts, Innkeeper. July 27 at 1%, Official Receiver, 2, 
St Benedict? 8 sq, Lincoln 
Sunders, Henry"'New Sleaford, Lincolnshire, Coachmaker. Aug 5 at 12. Offi- 
cial Receiver, High st, Boston 
poe Sw tiene; est Ferry rd, Millwall, Tailor. July 29 at2.30. 83, Carey st, 
Beott, J dames, Workington, Cumberland, Innkeeper. July 27 at 12. 67, Duke st, 
Sorosea, 1 Richard, Osborn rd, Forest gate, Butcher's Assistant. July 28 at 22. 
sin verey ot, Li st, Lincoln's inn fields 
try, ag bs pirytnghes, | Licensed Victualler. July 29 at 2. 
gute lea Sharp. fficial’ Rece Receiver, B 
sailor, Edward aoe Wingfield, Green oun ot Be Sunbury, Gent, July 99 at 11. 
0’ 


Stubbs, Joseph Henry, Birmingham, Beer Retailer. July 29 at 11. Luke Jesson 
oi ee maz, Bt g' ly 


of, Swantee d, William, Decaben Draper. July 30at3, Official Receiver, Rutland 


Till, Josiah, Nottingham. Electrician. July 28 at 11. Official Receiver, 1, High 
pavement, Note ham 


ham, Barman. July 30 at it. Luke Jesson Sharp, 
wos Rooster: te dgwater, Somerset, Boat Builder. July 29 at 11 
4 r merse' at 11. 
we \ fer; Wincheste Pianof am T July 30 at 3. ‘dhl Recei 
r, nofo! uner. s ver, 
aii Htigh 5 st, ‘Windeoae” 
Whalley, James, Skelmersdale, Lanes, Farmer. July 27 at 3. Official Receiver, 
35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Aipictes, i — Aan, Masses Caldwell, James Atherton, Sarah Anne Morrant, 
canals 4: sparen, S Gacnge Atherton, Horwich, Cotton Spianers. Bolton. 
Pee pe Po Ord July 15 
Daxten ¢ i Ord July i 5; yn-Mochnant, Montgomeryshire, Farmer. Newtown. 
Evans, John Ri elian, Denbighshire, Farmer. Bangor. Pet July 10. 
oH East ire Devon, Draper. East Stonehouse. Pet July 12, 
MY aa Leeds. Pet July 15. Ord July 16 
jibe Poot James. epete, Northumberland, Plumber, Newcastle-on-Tyne. 
Pet June7. Ord July 17 


Hunter. James, Liverpool, Bootmaker. eg Avervodl. Pet June6,. Ord J yO 
Jones, John Thomas. Ree , Kent, Master of the Union Workhouse. iter- 


bury. Pet Jul 1.” Ord 
Pot June 8. Ord July 15 


ool, eatectioase. lives 
Lawrence, Thomes Jat —* West Harding st, F' oe. Engraver. High Court. 
pes June 22. Ord J 


ay Batley. Yorks, Woollen Manufacturer. Dewsbury. Pet July 1. 
Pickthall, me, Brenton Patrick, Westmoreland, Farmer. Kendal. Pet 
July 9. Onda J aly. 
Powter, Tom Walker, Askew rd, Shepherd’s Bush, no occupation. High Court. 
Pet June 25. Ord July 17 
soe J , Bromham, Bedfordshire, Rlacksmith. Bedford. Pet July 16. 


Rediesn. an Oldham, Grocer. Oldham. Pet July 3. Ord July 16 
Richards, ——-, West Bromwich, Licensed Victualler. Oldbury. Pet Apr 


19. Ord J 

abotham, Elizabeth Wolverhampton, Boot Dealer. Wolverhampton. Pet 
Boots, tt, James, Workington, Innkeeper. Cockermouth and Workington, Pet 
sone a. A.8., George st, Hanover sq, Gent. High Court. Pet Mar 


26. Ord Jul 
Shaw, Jane, ebary. Yorks, Widow. Dewsbury. Pet July 9. Ord July 16 
. Peubighshire P Physician. A Pet v2 16. 


we Rr Colwyn Bay, 
— iheuben, and Simeon Sims, Preston, Engineers. Preston. Pet Julyi. Ord 
Standley, John, Derby, Provision Merchant. Derby Pet J ws e Ord Jul 
Stocker, G. L., Oxford gdns, Notting hill. High Court.,§Pet A Ord July 16 
3 J joseph, Aughton, nr Ormskirk, Fishmonger. when Sq “Pet J uly i 
Tatum, George, B Holloway rd, Building Material Dealer. High Court. Pet July 
be re. William, West Ham, Essex, Hosier. High Court. Pet May 28. Ord 
oT ed William, Bridgwater, Boatbuilder. Bridgwater. Pet July 17. Ord 
b= . J on Lyndhurst gr, Camberwell, Builder. High Court. Pet July 15. 


Wa: ¥ ~ 4 Bournemouth, Blacksmith. Poole. Pet July 16. OriJ ay 16 
Whiteh —— — le st, Falcon sq, Commission Agent. High Court. 
J wank 17. Ord 


right, John, Ad Builder, Chester. Pet June 15. Ord July 17 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


McPhillips, J oma, Gateshead, Licensed Victualler. Newcastle. Adjud May 17. 
Annul July 17 


Pet 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
CumesetS Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality 
ith the excess of fat extracted. 
The Faculty pros anh + ” > most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible 


ae ae or 
Supper, and invaluable for for ieralide and 
Bemewk commended by the entire Medical Press. 
hout » Spice, or other admixture, it suite 
palates keeps or years in all climates, and is four 
times the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
with starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such 


Mixtures. 
— instantaneo.sly with ling water, a —— 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a 
Cocoatiwa 4 La Vanitizis the most delicate, Tigeatible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be m when 
richer y ne my is prohibited. 
{nm tins at 1s, 6d., 3s., 58. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 


rocers. 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietor. 

H. Scuwazrrzzz & Co., 10, Adam-st., Strand, soummena w.Cc 
M E M M0 RY DERING. “Its use has greatly 

ene ened amy Natural wong FM 

tor, 

ATTEN N Tl 0 N: Minister to ltaly brofeeeor 1 Loi- 
sette ette Save x me a New Memory.”— 
njamin, Q.C. “ By ite 


ave ciel yl it b- 
ont extensive’ ey of Science’ 7 eae readit m If] 1 hed read it 


cea ie eee VET es 
PARTRIDGE & COOPER ° 
LAW AND GENERAL STATIONERS, 
1&2, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON E.C, 





The PHYSIOLOGICAL ART 
os NEVER FORGETTING 
and CURE of MIND-WAN- 


a 














Lato Copying and Engrossing. 
Deeds and Writings pepe and copied on the Premises 
aa A poe? Discount Sliaed popes 4 pth 


LAW PRINTING. 


STATEMENTS OF CLAIM oS _ DEFENCE, AFFI.- 
DAVITS, and other PLEADING, Printed at 1s, per folio. 
DEEDS, CONVEYANCES, MORTGAGES, &c., Printed 

in form for "Registration 
Discount allowed for cash on agreed accounts. 


LITHOGRAPHY. 


ABSTRACTS, BRIEFS, PETITIONS, DRAFTS 
MINUTES 4 Pattee sates Lithographed 


uced prices, 
PLANS OF ESTATES. SPECIFICATIONS, BUILD 
ING SOCIETIES’ DEEDS, LEASES, &c., Lithographed 
with accuracy and dispatc toh. 


PARCHMENT AND LEGAL PAPERS 
Samples and Catalogues sent post-free, 





TO H.R.H. THE PRINCE OF WALFS. 


Beep AND 008 OWN SAUOE. 





Sours, PRESERVED PROVISIONS 





MEATS and 4 TORE and GAM}! 
PIES, also 





) omen OF BEEF, BEEF TEA, 





([UBTLE SOUP, and JELLY, and other 





SP SOLALISINS for INVALIDS 





CAUTION :—3EWARE OF IMITATIONS. 


Sole address, 
11, LITTLE STANHOPE STREET, MAYFAIB W. 


ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION, 
IVE" BAKER-STREET STATION.—New PORTRAIT 
MODELS of H.M. The QUEEN and T.R.H. ALBER% 
EDWAED and GEORGE FREDERICK of WALES, and 





Sir — ONTEFIORE, Bart, The lying in ‘state 
ot the late Emperor of Russia, The Boudoir Group of 
the newest and mn ag 

with The Baroness Burdett- 
Coutts, Mr, &c, The ponelee. line of Britist 
Monarchs from W: the Conqueror to Queer. Vic‘oria ; 
and over 300 Portrait Models of Celebrated ana Dis- 
Characters. ls, Children under 


646, Extrarocm 64, Open from 8a.m, till 10p,m 





4 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE PES . MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty the Lord Chancellor, the a of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of ft London 


ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and or for Registrars, Town Cler 
“ and Clerks of the Peace. ™ 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


#4, CHANCERY LANE, LONDOV. 
DINNEFORD’S MAGNESIA 


The best Remedy for 
ACIDITY of the STOMACH, HEARTBURN, HEADACHE 
GOUT and INDIGESTIOV, 
And safest Aperient for Delicate Constitutions, Ladies 
Children, and Infants. 


DINNEFORD’S MAGNESIA 











Special Departments for Stationery and Bookbinding. 


ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 
Printers, Lithographers, Stationers, &c., 
LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE 





UNTEARABLE LETTER 
COPYING BOOKS. 


HOWARD'S PATENT. 
Stronger and more durable than any other 
Letter Copying Books now made. 
THE COPYING BOOK FOR THE PROFESSION 
Price List UPON APPLICATION 


WODDERSPOON & CO,, 


7, SERLE STREET, anp 1, PORTUGAL STREET 
, LINCOLN’S INN, W.O. 








UENISH your HOUSES or APART: 
MENTS THROUGHOUT on 


MOEDER’S HIRE SYSTEM. 


The original, ant i ag liberal. 
Pentiet en A.D 


Cash om, & No extra pamietpenstn aed time no gees. 
Particulars, estimates, Press eames, testimonials 


F. MOEDER, 249, ie 250, Tottenham-court- 
road, and 19, 20, 21, Morwell-street, W. Estab 
lished 1862. 

ALSO for HIRE ONLY. 


GOLD PEN, 


WITH DIAMOND POINT, 
Anti Flexible—Durable—Adapting itself to any 
Handwriting. 
Price 6d. each; post-free, 7d. 
With White Mctal Pocket Holder, complete .. «. Is, 
Or, with Mordan’s Best Silver Pocket Holders— 
Fluted Pattern, complete .. oo ee eo 58. 64, 
Engine-turned Pattern, complete .. ee oe «6, 64, 
Fluted Pattern, Telescopic .. ee ee oo 10s, 62, 
Other patterns in great variety. 


ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD 
27, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 

















RUDGE & CO., Limited, 


OLDEST AND LARGEST BICYCLE AND TRICYCLE 


MANUFACTURERS 





fy fle A 


THE mubes AovA. crescent, 


IN THE WORLD. 





This marvellous Machine surpasses every 
other Tricycle in Lightness, Speed, and 
Ease of Riding. 








LONDON DEPOTS: 


” 12, Queen Victoria Street, EC 
443, Oxford Street, W. 





WORKS-COVENT.RY. 


Lists free on application. 
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